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PREFACE 


The  research  reported  in  this  publication  was 
undertaken  to  obtain  information  on  homefreezer 
management  practices  for  use  in  preparing  con- 
sumer guidance  materials  to  promote  improved 
practices. 

The  data  in  this  report  are  based  on  a  survey  con- 
ducted by  Ide  Associates,  Inc.,  under  contract  with 
the  Department.  The  study  was  made  under  the 
supervision  of  Sadye  F.  Adelson,  formerly  Chief, 
Food  Consumption  Branch,  and  Janet  Murray, 
formerly  Assistant  Director,  Consumer  and  Food 
Economics  Research  Division.  Evelyn  Grossman 
collaborated  in  the  overall  planning  of  the  survey 
and  was  responsible  for  the  statistical  methodology. 
Constance  Ward  made  valuable  contributions  to  the 
organization  and  composition  of  this  report.  Edward 
A.  Ide,  President  of  Ide  Associates,  Inc.,  was  the 
contractor's  research  leader  for  the  study. 

This  survey  of  farm  and  urban  freezer  owners  was 
made  in  the  Fort  Wayne  area  of  Indiana  in  1964-65. 
The  general  findings  are  still  applicable  today.  Al- 
though it  is  not  known  how  representative  these 
Indiana  families  are  of  families  who  own  freezers 
throughout  the  United  States,  the  findings  of  the 
study  are  expected  to  provide  many  useful  facts  for 
home  economists,  extension  workers,  equipment 
manufacturers,  and  others  interested  in  the  manage- 
ment of  homefreezers. 


Some  of  the  findings  of  this  study  were  reported 
earlier  in  the  following  articles  and  talks : 

Homefreezer  Management  Survey:  The  Fami- 
lies and  Their  Freezers.  In  Family  Economics 
Review,  U.S.  Dept.  Agr.,  Agr.  Res.  Serv.  ARS 
62-5,  Sept.  1966:8-12. 

Homefreezer  Management  Survey:  Some  Char- 
acteristics of  Freezer  Use.  In  Family  Economics 
Review,  U.S.  Dept,  Agr.,  Agr.  Res.  Serv.  ARS 
62-5,  March  1967:  3-7. 

Homefreezer  Management  Survey:  More  on 
Freezer  Use.  In  Family  Economics  Review, 
U.S.  Dept,  Agr.,  Agr.  Res.  Serv.  ARS  62-5, 
June  1967:  3-8. 

Homefreezer  Management  Survey:  Advantages 
and  Disadvantages  of  Freezer  Ownership;  De- 
frosting Practices;  Costs.  In  Family  Economics 
Review,  U.S.  Dept,  Agr.,  Agr.  Res.  Serv.  ARS 
62-5,  Sept.  1967:6-10. 

Consumer  Practices  in  Handling  Frozen  Foods 
and  in  the  Use  of  Homefreezers.  1967.  Paper 
presented  at  the  74th  annual  meeting  of  the 
Amer.  Soc.  Heating,  Refrig.,  and  Air-Condition- 
ing  Engin.,  Minneapolis,  Minn.,  June  26,  1967. 
Practices  in  the  Use  of  Homefreezers.  1967. 
Paper  presented  at  the  45th  Annual  Agricul- 
tural Outlook  Conference,  Washington,  D.C., 
November  14,  1967. 
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PRACTICES  IN  THE  USE  OF  HOMEFREEZERS 
Farm  and  Urban  Owners  of  Freezers  in  a  Selected  Area  of  Indiana 

Ruth  A.  Redstrom,  Consumer  and  Food  Economics  Research  Division,  Agricultural  Research  Service 

SUMMARY 


A  survey  was  made  in  the  Fort  Wayne  area  of 
Indiana  in  1964-65  to  obtain  information  on  home- 
freezer  management  practices  for  use  in  developing 
guidance  materials  for  present  and  potential  home- 
freezer  owners.  Participants  in  the  survey  included 
242  farm  and  240  urban  owners  of  separate  home- 
freezers.  Information  was  obtained  by  personal  inter- 
views and  through  recordkeeping  by  the  cooperating 
homemakers. 

In  all  the  farm  and  almost  all  the  city  households, 
the  freezers  were  stocked  with  a  variety  of  foods. 
Meats  occupied  a  much  larger  percentage  of  the  used 
storage  space  than  any  other  kind  of  food,  an  aver- 
age of  about  40  percent.  Vegetables  and  fruits  oc- 
cupied the  next  largest  amount  of  space,  followed 
by  poultry,  and  then  baked  goods.  Little  space  was 
used  to  store  juices,  fish,  dairy  products,  or  mixtures. 

At  the  time  of  the  first  interview  (July-October 
1964),  the  storage  space  in  about  half  of  the  freezers 
on  the  farms  and  about  one-third  of  those  in  the 
city  were  at  least  three-fourths  full  of  frozen  foods. 
About  one-third  of  those  in  both  areas  were  half 
full ;  all  others  were  less  than  half  full. 

Only  a  few  homemakers  kept  records  of  the  con- 
tents of  their  freezers — 24  percent  of  those  in  farm 
households,  fewer  than  10  percent  in  the  city.  Sixty 
percent  of  the  farm  homemakers  and  about  50  per- 
cent of  those  in  the  city  said  they  usually  dated  the 
packages  they  put  into  their  freezers. 

During  a  1-month-recording  period,  about  46 
pounds  of  food  were  put  into  freezers  in  farm  house- 
holds and  about  43  pounds  in  urban  households. 
More  meats  than  any  other  kind  of  food  were  put 
into  the  freezer — averaging  about  13  pounds  per 
household  on  farms,  16  pounds  in  the  city.  Baked 
goods,  the  next  largest  quantity,  averaged  10  pounds 


per  month  for  both  farm  and  city  households. 

The  monthly  input  records  indicated  that  freezers 
in  the  survey  households  were  being  used  more  for 
home  food  preservation  than  for  storage  of  com- 
mercially frozen  foods.  Eighty  percent  of  the  total 
food  input  in  farm  households  and  66  percent  in  city 
households  had  been  put  into  the  freezer  in  the  fresh 
state  and  frozen  in  the  home. 

Storage  records  for  the  foods  put  into  the  freezer 
during  the  month  indicated  a  relatively  rapid  rate 
of  turnover.  In  farm  households,  70  percent  of  the 
total  monthly  input  had  been  used  within  2  months, 
in  urban  households  80  percent. 

The  temperature  in  the  storage  area  of  the  home- 
freezers  in  the  survey  households  varied  widely. 
About  70  percent  of  the  freezers  in  farm  households 
and  about  60  percent  of  those  in  urban  households 
registered  0°  F.  or  below.  About  3  percent  of  the 
freezers  on  farms  and  6  percent  of  those  in  the  city 
registered  higher  than  10°.  Only  36  percent  of  the 
freezers  on  farms  and  25  percent  of  those  in  the  city 
were  equipped  with  thermometers. 

During  a  1-week  period  of  recording  use  of  frozen 
foods  from  the  freezer,  farm  households  used  an 
average  of  11  packages  or  containers  and  urban 
households,  an  average  of  12.  Both  used  a  larger 
number  of  packages  of  meats  than  of  any  other  kind 
of  food,  an  average  of  about  four  per  household  per 
week.  Baked  goods  were  used  in  the  next  largest 
quantity,  averaging  about  three  packages  per  house- 
hold per  week. 

Home-produced  food  accounted  for  one-third  of 
the  foods  used  from  the  freezer  in  farm  households 
and  slightly  less  than  10  percent  in  urban  house- 
holds. Retail  stores  were  the  main  source  of  the  foods 
used  from  the  freezer  during  the  week — 50  percent 
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of  those  used  in  farm  households  and  73  percent  of 
those  in  urban  households  had  originally  been  pur- 
chased in  a  retail  store. 

Both  farm  and  urban  homemakers  claimed  that 
saving  money  had  been  a  motivation  in  acquiring  a 
freezer  and  one  of  its  advantages.  Only  five  home- 
makers  mentioned  expense  (depreciation,  repairs, 
electricity,  packaging)  as  a  disadvantage  of  home- 
freezing.  Estimated  costs  for  homefreezing  for  a 
year,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  the  food  itself,  averaged 
about  $53  per  year  for  the  farm  households  and  $51 
for  the  urban  households.  When  the  food  input  and 
storage  records  are  projected  for  the  year,  estimates 
of  costs  of  homefreezing  for  the  year  would  average 


about  four  cents  per  pound  of  frozen  food  in  the 
survey  farm  households  and  about  five  cents  per 
pound  in  the  urban  households. 

The  survey  findings  point  up  some  areas  for  con- 
sumer education  programs  as  follows: 

From  the  standpoint  of  frozen  food  quality 
— emphasis    on     better     storage    temperature 
control,  on  keeping  freezer  inventory  records, 
and  on  planning  use  of  foods  within  definite 
time  periods. 
From  the  standpoint  of  dollars  and  cents 

— emphasis  on  using  the  freezer  more  fully  to 
reduce  the  cost  per  pound  of  frozen  food. 


PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE  OF  THE  SURVEY 


Homefreezer  ownership  has  increased  greatly  in 
the  last  two  decades.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  use  of 
homefreezers,  both  for  freezing  foods  in  the  home  and 
for  storage  of  purchased  frozen  foods,  will  continue 
to  grow. 

Little  is  known  about  the  freezer  management 
practices  of  the  families  who  own  them.  This  in- 
formation is  needed  to  show  areas  where  present 
owners  might  benefit  from  guidance  materials  to 
promote  improved  practices  in  time  and  money  man- 
agement and  in  protection  of  the  quality  of  their 
frozen  foods.  Others  considering  purchase  of  a  freezer 
may  acquire  knowledge  of  the  realistic  potentials  of 
freezer  ownership  from  the  information  obtained 
from  present  owners. 

In  1964-65,  a  survey  was  made  of  both  farm  and 
urban  freezer  owners  in  the  Fort  Wayne  area  of 
Indiana  to  obtain  the  needed  data.  Participating  in 
the  survey  were  242  farm  and  240  urban  owners  of 
separate  freezers. 


The  farm  households  were  from  the  vicinity  of 
Monroeville  and  Roanoke,  Ind. ;  the  urban  owners 
were  from  the  city  of  Fort  Wayne. 

A  household  was  considered  eligible  for  the  survey 
if  it  had  a  separate  freezer  and  if  at  least  one  member 
of  the  family  had  eaten  10  meals  at  home  or  from 
home  food  supplies  in  the  week  before  the  first  inter- 
view. In  addition  to  these  eligibility  requirements, 
the  farm  households  had  to  have  a  farm  operator  in 
the  household.  Willingness  of  each  household  to 
participate  in  the  survey  was  another  essential. 

The  kinds  of  information  obtained  in  the  survey 
included  the  following:  Socioeconomic  characteristics 
of  the  households;  characteristics  of  the  freezers; 
temperature  in  the  freezer  storage  area;  attitudes 
towards  and  experiences  with  freezer  ownership;  the 
kinds  and  amounts  of  frozen  foods  used  from  the 
freezer;  and  the  kinds,  amounts,  sources,  and  prices 
of  foods  put  into  the  freezer  and  their  length  of 
home  storage. 


SURVEY  METHODOLOGY 


Sampling  Procedure 

A  relatively  small-scale  survey  in  one  locale  was 
planned  to  obtain  information  from  at  least  200 
farm  and  200  urban  freezer  owners.  Because  the 
survey  involved  close  cooperation  and  recordkeeping 
over  a  period  of  time  by  the  homemaker,  a  number 
in  excess  of  the  minimum  200  for  each  area  was 
needed  to  allow  for  some  who  might  not  complete 
the  necessary  survey  requirements. 


A  two-stage  approach  was  used  to  locate  house- 
holds owning  freezers.  In  the  first  stage,  a  telephone 
screening  survey  was  made  for  each  of  the  two  uni- 
verses, farm  and  urban.  The  purpose  cf  the  telephone 
survey  was  to  locate  60  households  owning  freezers 
in  each  universe.  In  the  second  stage,  each  of  these 
households  served  as  a  nucleus,  or  starting  point, 
for  locating  four  households  owning  freezers  willing 
to  participate  in  the  survey. 
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Telephone  Screening  Survey 

The  farm  universe  was  defined  as  households 
operating  farms  in  the  Monroeville  and  Roanoke 
telephone  exchange  areas  of  the  General  Telephone 
Company  of  Indiana.  These  exchange  areas  are 
southeast  and  southwest  of  Fort  Wayne,  and  the 
geographically  extreme  parts  of  these  areas  were 
excluded.  The  urban  universe  was  the  city  of  Fort 
Wayne. 

The  farm  and  urban  samples  were  drawn  for  the 
telephone  screening  survey  by  systematic  sampling 
from  the  alphabetical  directory  of  the  Fort  Wayne 
area  of  the  General  Telephone  Company  of  Indiana. 
For  the  farm  universe,  the  Monroeville  and  Roanoke 
listings  were  separately  identified  and  numbered. 
A  total  of  922  residential  listings  were  identified  for 
the  Monroeville  exchange  area  and  972  for  the 
Roanoke  exchange  area.  These  were  serially  num- 
bered and  every  nth  listing  selected,  151  from  the 
Monroeville  exchange  and  163  from  the  Roanoke 
exchange. 

The  Fort  Wayne  residential  listings  were  too 
numerous  for  serial  numbering.  Therefore,  residential 
listings  were  selected  which  measured  a  fixed  dis- 
tance from  the  bottom  of  a  predesignated  column 
at  10-page  intervals  in  the  directory.  Successive 
columns  throughout  the  directory  were  processed  in 
this  way  until  a  total  of  297  listings  had  been  se- 
lected. Commercial  and  professional  listings  were 
not  included.  If  the  measured  distance  fell  between 
two  residential  listings,  not  touching  either,  the  list- 
ing immediately  above  was  included. 

Each  listed  household  in  the  farm  and  urban  sam- 
ples was  telephoned  to  determine  (1)  whether  it  had 
a  separate  freezer;  that  is,  one  not  in  combination 
with  a  refrigerator,  and  (2)  for  the  farm  survey 
area,  whether  a  member  of  the  household  operated 
the  farm.  At  least  four  telephone  calls  were  made 
before  giving  up  the  attempt  to  determine  freezer 
ownership  for  a  listing.  These  calls  were  made  on 
different  days  of  the  week  and  at  different  times  of 
the  day.  Results  of  this  telephone  screening  survey 
are  given  in  table  1.  Of  those  households  for  which 
freezer  ownership  was  determined,  about  30  percent 
in  the  Monroeville  and  Roanoke  exchange  areas  had 
separate  freezers  and  were  farm-operated  house- 
holds. In  urban  Fort  Wayne  also,  about  30  percent 
of  the  households  responding  owned  a  separate  home- 
freezer.  From  these  potentially  eligible  households, 
60  were  selected  from  the  city  of  Fort  Wayne,  and 
60  from  the   Monroeville  and   Roanoke   exchange 


Table  1. — Results  of  telephone  screening  survey 


Item 


Farm1 


Urban2 


Residential  listings  in  survey 
sample 

Eligibility  not  determined 

No  answer  to  calls 

Telephone  disconnected 

Refused  to  answer  question. . 
Farm  status  not  determined. 

Ineligible 

No  freezer 

Freezer,  rural  nonfarm  house- 
hold  

Eligible 82 

Selected  as  nucleus  or  starting 

point 60 


Number 

Number 

298 

297 

43 

71 

19 
11 

7 
6 

57 

7 

7 

173 

154 

81 

154 

92 

72 


60 


1  Monroeville  and  Roanoke  telephone  exchange  areas. 

2  Fort  Wayne  telephone  exchange  area. 

areas.  The  location  of  each  of  these  selected  house- 
holds was  designated  the  nucleus  of  an  area  from 
which  four  survey  participants  were  to  be  selected 
in  the  second  stage  of  the  sampling  procedure. 

Personal  Screening  Interview 

Results  obtained  in  the  telephone  screening  sur- 
vey indicated  the  ratio  of  freezer  owners  to  non- 
owners  by  telephone  exchange  area.  From  these  re- 
sults, a  preliminary  determination  was  made  of  the 
number  of  dwelling  units  in  a  neighborhood  which 
would  be  likely  to  contain  four  households  owning 
freezers.  This  number  of  households  was  designated 
as  a  cluster  around  each  of  the  nucleus  households 
selected  in  the  telephone  screening  survey. 

For  the  second  stage  in  locating  eligible  house- 
holds owning  freezers,  interviewers  from  the  Fort 
Wayne  area  were  instructed  in  the  objectives  of  the 
survey  and  methods  of  collecting  data.  The  inter- 
viewers then  were  given  a  contact  sheet  for  each  of 
the  60  farm  and  60  urban  clusters.  Each  contact 
sheet  was  headed  by  the  address  of  the  household 
serving  as  a  nucleus  for  the  cluster  and  also  indicated 
the  number  of  households  expected  to  produce  the 
needed  four  cooperators. 

The  interviewers  went  first  to  the  address  of  the 
household  designated  as  the  nucleus.  If  the  family 
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then  living  at  that  address  was  the  same  as  the  one 
contacted  in  the  telephone  screening  survey,  the 
following  additional  information  was  obtained:  (1) 
Whether  at  least  one  member  of  the  household  had 
eaten  10  or  more  meals  at  home  or  from  home  food 
supplies  in  the  7  days  before  the  interview,  and  if  so, 
(2)  whether  the  homemaker  would  be  willing  to 
participate  in  the  survey  by  furnishing  information 
in  an  interview  and  through  recordkeeping.  If  the 
family  then  living  at  this  address  was  different  from 
the  one  contacted  by  telephone,  they  were  eligible 
only  if  they  had  a  freezer,  and  for  the  farm  sample, 
if  they  operated  the  farm. 

Interviewers  in  the  urban  universe  then  proceeded 
in  a  counterclockwise  direction  from  the  initial  ad- 
dress and  continued  until  four  eligible  cooperators 
were  located.  If  more  than  one  city  block  was 
needed,  a  dwelling  unit  in  an  adjacent  block,  closest 
to  the  address  of  the  nucleus  household,  served  as 
the  starting  point  for  counterclockwise  interviewing 
in  that  block. 

Interviewers  in  the  farm  universe  contacted  the 
dwelling  units  on  the  right  of  the  initial  household, 
continuing  to  list  all  households  on  both  sides  of  the 
road.  At  an  intersection  or  junction  at  which  it  was 
possible  to  make  a  left  turn,  the  interviewer  turned 
left  until  a  dead  end  or  a  previously  listed  dwelling 
unit  was  reached.  The  nearest  unlisted  dwelling  unit- 
then  was  taken  as  a  new  starting  point  and  units  on 
both  sides  of  the  road  were  listed,  with  the  inter- 
viewer this  time  making  a  series  of  right  turns  at 
intersections  until  four  households  owning  freezers 
were  located  who  would  cooperate. 

In  each  cluster,  the  first  four  eligible  households 
that  were  willing  to  cooperate  were  selected  for  the 
survey.  In  households  where  freezer  ownership  and 
eligibility  could  not  be  immediately  determined,  at 
least  three,  and  usually  four,  calls  were  made  on  dif- 
ferent days  of  the  week  and  at  different  times  of  the 
day.  This  four-call  rule  was  relaxed  only  under  the 
following  conditions:  (1)  When  four  households  own- 
ing freezers  who  would  cooperate  had  been  located, 
and  (2)  when  the  number  of  dwelling  units  for  which 
freezer  ownership  had  not  been  determined  after 
three  calls  was  only  about  10  percent  of  the  total 
number  of  dwelling  units  in  the  cluster.  The  follow- 
ing table  was  used  to  determine  whether  the  four-call 
rule  could  be  relaxed: 


Maximum  number  of  units 
Total  dwelling  for  which  freezer  ownership 

units  in  cluster  could  be  undetermined 

1-15 1 

16-25 2 

26-35 3 

36-45 4 

46-55 5 

56-65 6 

66-75 7 

76-85 8 

86-95 9 

96-105 10 


Results  of  the  personal  screening  interviews  are 
summarized  in  table  2.  Of  the  households  for  which 
eligibility  or  ineligibility  was  determined,  73  percent 
in  the  farm  universe  and  25  percent  in  the  urban 
universe  fulfilled  the  eligibility  requirements  for  the 
survey.  Of  those  eligible  for  participation,  61  percent 
of  the  farm  and  68  percent  of  the  urban  homemakers 
agreed  to  participate  in  the  survey. 


Table  2. — Results  of  personal  screening  interviews 


Item 


Farm 


Urban 


Number         Number 

Total  dwelling  units  in  clusters.-.  681  1,623 

Vacant  dwelling  units —7  —18 

Total  potentially  eligible  dwelling 

units 674  1,605 

Eligibility  not  determined 119  199 

Not  at  home 69  187 

Refused  to  answer 50  12 

Ineligible  households 160  1,053 

No  freezer 146  1,048 

Farm  area,  nonfarm  operating 

household 10     

Urban  area,  farm  operating 

household -_ 3 

No  female  homemaker 4  2 

Eligible  households 395  353 

Not  willing  to  participate 153  113 

Willing  to  participate 242  240 


PRACTICES   IN    THE    USE    OF   HOMEFREEZERS 


The  completion  rate  for  obtaining  the  necessary 
information  was  relatively  high  in  these  personal 
screening  interviews.  Less  than  1  percent  of  the 
urban  sample  and  about  5  percent  of  the  farm  sample 
refused  to  answer  the  question  on  freezer  ownership. 
Freezer  ownership  could  not  be  determined  in  10 
percent  of  the  urban  and  8  percent  of  the  farm  house- 
holds because  the  interviewers  did  not  find  anyone 
at  home  after  three  or  four  personal  calls. 

Survey  Procedure 

The  survey  plan  called  for  a  series  of  contacts  to 
locate  freezer  owners  who  would  participate  and  to 
assure  close  cooperation  in  obtaining  data  from  those 
selected.  Following  is  the  time  sequence  of  the  series 
of  contacts  for  sampling  and  interviewing,  and  a 
description  of  the  instructions  and  survey  materials 
given  to  the  homemaker: 

1.  Telephone  screening  survey.  These  telephone 
calls  were  made  in  late  May  and  early  June  in  1964. 

2.  Personal  screening  survey.  The  60  clusters  for 
the  farm  and  urban  samples,  defined  in  the  telephone 
screening  survey,  were  subdivided  into  four  groups 
of  15  clusters  each.  Screening  interviews  to  locate 
four  freezer  owners  who  would  participate  in  each 
cluster  began  in  July  1964  for  the  first  group  of  15 
clusters  in  the  farm  and  urban  samples;  in  August 
for  the  second  group;  in  September  for  the  third 
group;  and  in  October  for  the  fourth  group. 

3.  Personal  interview  No.  1.  This  interview  took 
place  as  soon  as  the  four  eligible  participants  were 
located  in  each  cluster.  Information  was  obtained  on: 
Socioeconomic  characteristics  of  the  households; 
characteristics  of  the  freezers,  including  the  tempera- 
ture in  the  storage  area;  freezer  management  and 
use  practices;  and  attitudes  towards  and  experiences 
with  freezer  ownership.  Because  subsamples  of  each 
sample  were  interviewed  in  each  of  four  months,  the 
information  obtained  in  this  interview  and  from  sub- 
sequent records  kept  in  the  household  depict  the 
nature  of  freezer  usage  over  a  greater  part  of  the 
year  than  if  all  interviews  had  been  conducted  in  the 
same  month. 

At  the  end  of  the  interview,  each  homemaker  was 
furnished  a  pad  of  check  slips  on  which  to  record 
the  kinds,  amounts,  and  sources  of  foods  removed 
from  the  freezer  during  the  next  7  days. 

4.  Personal  interview  Xo.  2.  This  interview  took 


place  1  week  after  the  first  interview.  The  records  of 
foods  removed  from  the  freezer  for  the  week  before 
were  collected  from  each  household. 

The  homemakers  then  were  asked  to  keep  freezer 
input  records  for  the  next  month  and  were  given 
instructions.  They  were  furnished  the  following  ma- 
terials to  make  this  recordkeeping  the  least  burden- 
some: 

a.  Serially  numbered  check  lists  on  which  to  re- 
cord the  date;  the  kind,  amount,  price,  and  source 
of  the  food;  and  the  kind  of  packaging  used. 

b.  Bands  to  encircle  each  item  put  into  the  freezer. 
The  ends  of  the  bands  were  treated  with  a  special 
adhesive  which  would  withstand  freezer  storage. 
Space  was  provided  at  the  top  of  the  band  for  a  serial 
number  and  a  date.  The  bands  themselves  were  de- 
signed to  be  applied  as  easily  to  a  can  of  juice  as  to 
a  large  turkey. 

c.  Envelopes  in  which  to  place  the  check  lists  and 
band  tops  after  they  were  detached. 

d.  Magnets  and  a  magnetized  pen  so  that  each 
homemaker  could  keep  the  survey  materials  at- 
tached to  the  side  of  the  freezer  or  readily  available 
at  whatever  work  location  was  most  convenient. 

After  filling  in  the  check  slip  for  each  food  place- 
ment, the  homemaker  entered  the  serial  number 
from  that  slip  on  the  band  before  applying  it  to  the 
food  package  or  container.  When  the  food  was  re- 
moved from  the  freezer,  the  homemaker  tore  off  the 
top  of  the  band,  entered  the  date  below  the  serial 
number,  and  placed  the  band  top  in  the  envelope 
provided  for  that  purpose  (fig.  1). 

5.  Telephone  followup  contact  No.  1.  The  main 
purpose  of  the  telephone  call,  which  was  made  about 
a  week  after  the  second  personal  interview,  was  to 
find  out  if  the  homemaker  had  put  any  food  in  the 
freezer,  and  if  she  had  any  questions  or  problems  in 
using  the  survey  materials.  If  she  had  not  yet  put 
any  food  in  the  freezer,  the  call  was  repeated  until 
the  first  food  placement  had  been  made.  Then 
another  personal  interview  was  scheduled  at  the 
convenience  of  the  homemaker. 

6.  Personal  interview  No.  3.  The  purposes  of  the 
interview  were  as  follows: 

a.  To  go  over  the  first  food  placement  records 
with  the  homemaker  to  make  sure  that  the  informa- 
tion was  entered  completely  and  correctly. 

b.  To  uncover  and  solve  any  problems  she  may 
have  had  with  the  survey  materials. 
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TO  MAIL: 

TUCK  THIS  FLAP  INSIDE  ENVELOPE. 

PRESS  BACK  OF  ENVELOPE  AGAINST  FLAP. 


July 


S    M    T    W     T  F     S 

12  3     4 

5     6     7     8     9  10    11 

12    13   14    15    16  17    18 

19  20  21   22   23  24  25 

26  27  28  29  30  31 


Instructions: 

1.  Put  removal  date  on  band  top 

2.  Fold  on  fold  line 

3.  Tear  on  tear  line 

4.  Put  in  this  envelope 

IDE  Associates,  Inc. 

Philadelphia  4,  Pa. 

Study  253 

Budget  Bureau  No.  40-R-3353 

Expiration  date:  June  30,  1965 


BAND  TOP  ENVELOPE 
For  bands  removed  from 

to  


August 


S  M  T    W  T  F     S 

1 

2  3  4     5  6  7     8 

9  10  11    12  13  14    15 

16  17  18    19  20  21   22 

23  24  25  26  27  28  29 

30  31 


(     )  Check  here  if 

no  banded  items  removed 


Mail 


on 


Respondent 


(     )  Urban 
(     )  Rural 


Stamp 


Interviewer 


Figure  1 


PRACTICES    IN   THE    USE    OF   HOMEFREEZERS 


c.  To  encourage  her  continued  cooperation  in  the 
study. 

The  interviewer  reminded  the  homemaker  of  the 
date  which  would  mark  the  end  of  the  food-input- 
record  month.  The  homemaker  was  requested  to 
mail  the  envelope  of  check  lists  on  that  date.  If  any 
food  put  into  the  freezer  during  the  month  had  been 
used  in  that  month,  the  envelope  of  dated  band  tops 
also  was  to  be  mailed  at  that  time. 

7.  Series  of  telephone  followup  contacts.  The  first 
was  made  at  the  end  of  the  recordkeeping  month 
to  remind  the  homemaker  to  mail  the  envelopes  of 
placement  check  slips  and  band  tops.  Subsequent 
calls  were  made  each  month  thereafter  through 
January  1965.  In  each  call,  the  homemaker  was  re- 
minded to  mail  the  envelope  containing  the  dated 
band  tops  so  that  storage  records  could  be  main- 
tained. For  the  subsamples  which  began  their  record- 
keeping in  July,  this  meant  a  series  of  six  monthly 
telephone  calls;  for  those  which  began  in  October, 
three  calls. 

8.  Final  personal  interview.  This  interview  took 
place  in  February  1965,  1  month  after  the  last  tele- 
phone followup  contact.  Any  envelopes  still  in  the 
home  containing  dated  band  tops  from  used  foods 
were  collected,  and  bands  were  removed  from  banded 
food  packages  still  in  the  freezer.  Storage  records 
thus  were  maintained  throughout  7  months  for  the 
subsamples  beginning  their  survey  participation  in 
July  and  4  months  for  those  beginning  in  October. 

Throughout  the  survey,  a  concerted  effort  was 
made  to  sustain  the  interest  of  the  participating 
freezer  owners  in  the  study  and  to  minimize  the 
burden  of  recordkeeping. 

Ninety  percent  of  the  homemakers  cooperated  in 
all  phases  of  the  survey  (table  3).  About  80  percent 
of  them  kept  records  on  frozen  food  removal,  place- 
ment, and  storage.  Possible  noncooperation  under 
the  guise  of  nonuse  of  the  freezer  was  small — a  total 


of  0.8  percent  of  the  urban  and  2.5  percent  of  the 
farm  sample. 

Table  3. — Cooperation  of  homemakers  throughout 
survey  'period 


Farm 

Urban 

Item 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Participating  house 

holds 

242 

100.0 

240 

100.0 

Cooperated  through- 

out survey 

period 

219 

90.5 

220 

91.7 

Reported  food 

removals  and 

placements 

189 

78.1 

194 

80.9 

Reported  food 

removals,  no 

placements       -   - 

14 

5.8 

18 

7.5 

Reported  food 

placements,  no 

removals       . 

10 

4.1 

6 

2.5 

Reported  no 

removals,  no 

placements 

6 

2.5 

2 

.8 

Terminated  in  survey 

period        

23 

9.5 

20 

8.3 

During  1st  week  of 

record  keeping 

10 

4.1 

4 

1.6 

After  1st  week  of 

record  keeping 

13 

5.4 

16 

6.7 

The  relatively  low  rate  of  terminations — 8  percent 
of  the  urban  and  9  percent  of  the  farm  sample — was 
attributed  to  (1)  the  publicity  given  to  the  study  by 
the  local  news  media,  (2)  the  pattern  of  contacts 
during  the  study,  and  (3)  the  care  given  the  design 
of  the  survey  materials. 


CHARACTERISTICS  OF  THE  HOUSEHOLDS 
Household  Size  and  Income 


The  farm  and  urban  households  were  quite  similar 
in  distribution  by  size  (table  4).  The  average  size 
for  farm  households  was  4.4  persons ;  for  urban  house- 
holds, 4.5  persons.  Size  of  household  here  refers  to 
the  number  of  people  who  ate  from  the  family's 
food  supplies,  whether  they  were  family  members 
or  not. 


There  was  more  variation  between  farm  and  urban 
households  in  distribution  by  money  income  than 
by  size.  The  farm  households  tended  to  be  less  well 
off  financially  than  the  urban  households.  Slightly 
less  than  40  percent  of  the  farm  households  reported 
after-tax  money  income  of  $6,000  or  more  for  1963. 
Almost  60  percent  of  the  urban  Fort  Wayne  house- 
holds reported  that  much  income  for  the  year.  The 
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money  value  of  home-produced  food  was  not  taken 
into  consideration,  however.  If  it  had  been,  the 
economic  situations  of  the  farm  and  urban  house- 
holds may  have  been  more  similar. 


Table  4. — Size  of  household  and  income 


Table  5. — Education  and  employment  of  homemaker 


Education  and  employment 


Farm 


Urban 


Size  of  household  and  income 


Farm  Urban 


Percent  Percent 

All  households 100.0  100.0 

Size  of  household  (persons) : 

1 3.7  1.2 

2 16.1  19.6 

3 15.7  12.9 

4 22.7  20.4 

5 14.1  17.9 

6 14.0  11.3 

7 5.4  8.8 

8andmore 8.3  7.9 

Money  income:1 

Under$2,000 4.1  .8 

$2,000-13,999 11.2  6.3 

$4,000-15,999 39.7  27.5 

$6,000-$7,999 26.0  43.3 

$8,000  and  more 10.3  14.6 

Homemaker  did  not  know 5.0  1.7 

Refused  to  answer 3.7  5.8 

Number  of  households 242  240 


1  After  taxes. 


Education  and  Employment 
of  the  Homemakers 

The  educational  status  of  the  participating  home- 
makers  was  classified  according  to  the  highest  grade 
of  formal  schooling  completed.  More  than  half  of  the 
farm  and  urban  homemakers  were  high  school  gradu- 
ates (table  5).  Eight  percent  of  the  farm  and  15 
percent  of  the  urban  homemakers  had  some  college 
education;  about  4  percent  of  both  groups  were  col- 
lege graduates. 

Relatively  few  farm  or  urban  homemakers  in  the 
Fort  Wayne  area  survey  worked  outside  the  home. 
A  slightly  higher  percentage  of  the  urban  home- 
makers  than  those  on  the  farms  worked  away  from 
home,  full  time  and  part  time,  about  24  percent 
compared  with  16  percent. 


Percent  Percent 

All  homemakers 100.0  100.0 

Formal  education:1 

1  through  7  years .8  .8 

8  years  (grammar  school 

graduate) 11.6  9.2 

9  through  11  years 14.9  14.5 

12  years  (high  school 

graduate) 59 . 5  54 . 6 

Some  college 8.3  15.4 

College  graduate 4.1  4.6 

Special  training2 4.5  3.3 

Refused  to  answer .4  .4 

Employment  outside  the  home: 

Fulltime 6.6  15.8 

Part  time 9.5  7.9 

Not  employed 83.9  76.3 

Number  of  homemakers 242  240 

1  Percentages  do  not  total  100  because  some  homemakers 
reported  both  schooling  and  special  training. 

2  Nursing,  business  school,  etc. 

Comparison  With  U.S.  Averages 

Unpublished  data  from  a  nationwide  survey  made 
in  spring  1965  show  similarities  in  the  distribution 
by  income  level  of  owners  of  freezers  in  the  United 
States  and  in  the  Indiana  sample.  Sixty  percent  of 
the  urban  freezer  owners  in  the  United  States  had 
incomes  of  $6,000  or  more,  about  the  same  per- 
centage as  in  the  urban  Fort  Wayne  sample.  Thirty 
percent  of  owners  on  farms  in  the  United  States  had 
incomes  of  $6,000  or  more,  compared  with  36  percent 
of  those  in  the  farm  areas  around  Fort  Wayne.  How- 
ever, for  the  United  States  there  were  more  owners 
at  the  low  income  levels  (under  $4,000)  and  high- 
income  levels  ($8,000  and  more)  and  fewer  at  the 
middle  levels  than  in  the  Fort  Wayne  sample. 

No  data  are  available  to  compare  other  character- 
istics of  the  families  owning  freezers  in  this  study 
with  comparable  families  in  the  United  States.  In 
general,  however,  the  average  household  size  was 
larger  in  the  Fort  Wayne  sample  of  freezer  owners 
than  averages  for  all  U.S.  families.  The  Fort  Wayne 
homemakers  also  were  somewhat  better  educated, 
as  indicated  by  highest  year  of  school  completed, 
and  fewer  of  them  worked  outside  the  home  than  the 
U.S.  homemakers  as  a  whole. 


PRACTICES    IN    THE    USE    OF   HOMEFREEZERS 


<) 


INFORMATION  ON  HOMEFREEZERS 


Characteristics  of  Homefreezers 

About  75  percent  of  the  homefreezers  on  farms 
and  almost  50  percent  of  those  in  urban  Fort  Wayne 
were  chest-type  freezers  (table  6).  Except  for  two 
walk-in  freezers,  all  others  were  the  upright  type. 

Most  of  these  homefreezers,  about  87  percent  of 
those  on  the  farms  and  78  percent  of  those  in  the 
city,  had  been  bought  new.  Farm  households  had 


Table  6. — Characteristics  of  homefreezers  in  farm  and 
urban  households 


Characteristic 


Farm 


Percent 

All  freezers 100.0 

Type: 

Chest 72.7 

Upright 26 . 9 

Walk-in .4 

Condition  when  acquired: 

New 86.8 

Used 13.2 

Age  (years  used  by  present  owner) : 

Less  than  1  year 6.6 

1  through  4  years 26.0 

5  through  9  years 27.3 

10  through  14  years 26.9 

15  through  19  years 10.3 

20  or  more  years 1.7 

Not  given 1.2 

Special  features:1 

Thermometer 36.4 

Alarm  bell  or  light 48.8 

Quickfreezing  section 65. 7 

St  orage  dividers,  baskets 36 . 0 

Other2 22.3 

Size: 

5  cu.  ft.  or  less .4 

5.1  through  10.0  cu.  ft 4.5 

10.1  through  15.0  cu.  ft 25.6 

15.1  through  20.0  cu.  ft 49.6 

20.1  through  25.0  cu.  ft 18.6 

25.1  cu.  ft.  or  more 1.3 

Number  of  freezers 242 


Urban 


Percent 
100.0 

46.3 
53.3 

.4 

77.5 
22.5 

8.3 

31.2 

27.1 

28.8 

2.9 

1.3 

.4 

25.0 

40.4 

40.0 

3.2 

8.3 

2.5 
14.2 
38.8 
37.5 

6.2 
.8 

240 


used  their  freezers  an  average  of  7.8  years  and  urban 
households,  6.7  years.  Of  the  farm  freezer  owners  12 
percent  had  used  their  freezers  15  years  or  more,  but 
only  4  percent  of  the  urban  owners  had  freezers 
that  long. 

Considerably  more  of  the  freezers  on  farms  than 
those  in  the  city  were  equipped  with  special  features 
such  as  an  alarm  bell  or  light,  a  quickfreezing  sec- 
tion, storage  dividers  or  baskets,  and  a  thermometer. 
However,  a  relatively  small  percentage  of  freezers  in 
either  area  had  thermometers — 36  percent  of  those 
on  farms  and  25  percent  in  the  city. 

More  of  the  farm  than  city  households  had  large 
freezers.  The  average  size  on  the  farm  was  17.5  cubic 
feet  and  in  the  city,  14.7  cubic  feet.  On  the  basis  of 
average  household  size  and  average  freezer  size,  this 
would  allow  about  4  cubic  feet  of  freezer  space  per 
person  on  farms  and  slightly  more  than  3  cubic  feet 
per  person  in  the  city.  Both  of  these  averages  fall 
below  the  6  cubic  feet  of  freezer  space  per  person 
that  has  been  suggested  as  meeting  the  general  needs 
of  most  families.1 

The  majority  of  households  had  freezers  which 
might  be  considered  medium  sized  (that  is,  from  10 
to  20  cubic  feet).  In  the  urban  households,  the  larger 
sized  freezers  were  owned  by  more  households  of 
five  persons  or  more  than  by  smaller  households 
(table  7). 


Location  of  Homefreezer 

A  cool,  dry,  well-ventilated  place  is  an  ideal  loca- 
tion for  a  homefreezer  from  the  operating  standpoint. 
However,  the  choice  of  location  is  limited  by  the 
actual  conditions  and  space  in  the  household.  The 
basement  was  used  most  often  by  the  survey  house- 
holds in  the  Fort  Wayne  area.  In  farm  households, 
the  next  most  commonly  used  location  was  the 
utility  or  laundry  room  and  in  urban  households, 
the  garage.  Only  about  15  percent  of  the  freezers  in 
farm  households  and  12  percent  of  those  in  urban 
households  were  kept  in  the  kitchen. 


1  Total  exceeds  100  percent  because  some  freezers  had  more 
than  one  of  the  features. 

2  Shelves  on  doors,  inside  light,  magnetic  door,  lock  and 
key,  etc. 


1  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  home  freezers — 
their  selection  and  use.  U.S.  Dept.  Agr.  Home  and  Gard. 
Bui.  48,  p.  4.     June  1966. 
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Table  7. — Size  of  freezer  in  relation  to  size  of  household 


Size  of  household 


Size  of  freezer 


7  and 
1  and  2  3  and  4  5  and  6  more 
persons    persons    persons    persons 


Percent  Percent  Percent  Percent 
FARM 

All  households 100.0  100.0  100.0  100. 0 

10.0  cubic  feet  or  less 12.5  3.2  1.5  6.1 

10.1  through  20.0  cubic  feet..  75.0  72.1  83.8  66.6 
More  than  20  cubic  feet 12.5  24.7  14.7  27.3 

Number  of  households 48  93  68  33 

URBAN 

All  households 100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0 

10.0  cubic  feet  or  less 24.0  20.0  8.6  15.0 

10.1  through  20.0  cubic  feet..  72.0  76.2  80.0  75.0 
More  than  20  cubic  feet 4.0  3.8  11.4  10.0 

Number  of  households 50  80  70  40 


Distribution  of  households  using  various  locations 
for  their  freezers  follows: 


Percentage  of  households 
Farm  Urban 


33.1 

45.4 

21.1 

10.4 

14.5 

11.7 

9.9 

21.7 

14.0 

5.0 

2.1 

2.9 

2.5 

2.9 

2.9 

0 

Location 

Cellar,  basement 

Utility,  laundry  room 

Kitchen 

Garage 

Porch  or  breezeway 

Dining  room 

Other  room  in  house 

Shed,  barn,  milkhouse,  etc. 


Temperature  in  the 
Freezer  Storage  Area 

The  reeommended  freezer  temperature  of  0°  F.  or 
below  was  observed  in  70  percent  of  freezers  on  farms 
and  60  percent  of  those  in  the  city  (fig.  2).  Tempera- 
ture ranged  widely  for  both  groups — from  below  0° 


to  20°  in  freezers  on  farms  and  from  0°  to  30°  in 
those  in  the  city.  About  3  percent  of  the  freezers  on 
farms  and  6  percent  of  those  in  the  city  registered 
higher  than  10°. 


Homefreezer  Ownership,  Shared  Use, 
and  Other  Freezer  Space 

Almost  all  the  owners  of  homefreezers  participat- 
ing in  the  survey  were  the  sole  owners  of  their  home- 
freezers  (table  8).  Fewer  than  5  percent  of  the  farm 
sole  owners  and  about  10  percent  of  the  urban  ones 
ever  shared  the  use  of  their  freezers  with  others — 
neighbors,  family,  or  friends. 

Locker  space  was  rented  by  6  percent  of  the  farm 
households.  For  almost  all  urban  households,  the 
homefreezer  and  the  freezer  compartment  of  the 
household  refrigerator  were  the  only  areas  of  freezer 
space  used. 
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TEMPERATURE  IN  HOMEFREEZER 
STORAGE  AREA 


%  OF  FREEZERS 
60 


FARM 


URBAN 


Below  0     0 


5  10         15         20 

TEMPERATURE  (°F.) 


25 


30 


DATA  FROM  242     FARM,  240  URBAN  HOUSEHOLDS  IN  FORT  WAYNE.  INDIANA  AREA.  INTERVIEWED  JULY  -OCT.  1964. 
U.S.    DEPARTMENT    OF    AGRICULTURE  NEC    ARS   67  (  6  )  -  5822     AGRICULTURAL    RESEARCH    SERVICE 


Figure  2 


Table  8. — Homefreezer  ownership  and  shared  use 


Item 

Farm 
households 

Urban 
households 

Item 

Farm 
households 

Urban 
households 

All  households 

Percent 
100.0 

Percent 
100.0 

97.5 
2.5 

Shared  occasionally  . 

Percent 
3.0 
95  7 

Percent 
8.1 

89  8 

Ownership : 

Sole  owner   .      . .    . . 

97.5 
2.5 

Number  of  freezers              .    .    . 

236 

234 

Other  freezer  space  used:1 
Rented  locker  _         _   _ 

5.8 

242 

240 

.4 

Number  of  freezers     .    . 

Other2 

No  other  space.  . 

Number  of  freezers.    ... 

1.2 

93.0 

.8 

Shared  use  by  sole  owner : 
Shared  regularly. .    .    ..    . 

1.3 

2.1 

98.8 

242 

240 

1  Includes  any  freezer  space  other  than  the  homefreezer  and  the  freezer  compartment  of  the  refrigerator. 

2  Includes  freezer  owned  by  neighbor,  family,  friends. 
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ATTITUDES  OF  FREEZER  OWNERS 


Reasons  for  Acquiring  a  Homefreezer 

Many  of  the  homemakers  gave  more  than  one 
reason  for  acquiring  a  homefreezer.  Money-saving 
reasons  were  specifically  stated  by  more  of  the  urban 
than  farm  homemakers  (table  9).  For  both  groups, 
saving  money  on  meat  was  the  most  important 
reason. 

About  40  percent  of  the  reasons  given  by  farm 
homemakers  contained  implications  of  money  sav- 
ings, primarily  to  freeze  homegrown,  in-season  fruits 
and  vegetables,  and  their  own  meats.  About  18  per- 
cent of  the  reasons  given  by  urban  homemakers 


implied  the  idea  of  money  savings.  Most  frequently 
mentioned  by  both  groups  was  the  freezing  of  local, 
in-season  fruits  and  vegetables. 

About  36  percent  of  the  reasons  given  by  farm 
households  and  40  percent  of  those  given  by  urban 
households  were  associated  with  convenience.  Farm 
homemakers  mentioned  most  often  having  food  on 
hand  and  that  freezing  is  easier  than  canning.  Urban 
homemakers  also  were  motivated  by  the  idea  of 
having  food  on  hand  and  saving  time  in  shopping. 

Among  miscellaneous  reasons,  farm  families  most 
often  said  that  frozen  food  tasted  better  and  was 


Table  9. — Reasons  given  for  acquiring  a  homefreezer1 


Reason 


Farm  Urban 

homemakers     homemakers 


All 

Economy: 

Money  savings  stated:2 

All 

Save  money  on  meat;  buy  side, 
quarter 

Save  money  on  meat;  buy  on 
sale,  bargains 

Save  money  on  food  other  than 
meat 

Cut  expenses,  save  money 

Money  savings  implied:3 

All 

Freeze  local,  homegrown,  in- 
season  fruits  and  vegetables-- 

Freeze  (butcher)  own  meat, 
poultry 

Buy  food  in  quantity 

Freeze  leftovers 

Convenience: 

All 

Save  time  in  shopping,  don't  shop 

as  often 

Have  good  meat  on  hand 

Have  food  on  hand  other  than 

meat 

Can  bake,  cook  ahead 

Easier  than  canning 

Changed  from  locker  to  home- 
freezer  


Percent 
100.0 

12.3 

5.3 

.5 

3.3 
3.3 

39.1 


Percent 

100.0 

23.3 

10.3 

2.7 

5.2 
5.2 

17.9 


20.6 


10.9 


14.8 

2.4 

2.5 

3.9 

1.3 

.6 

35.9 

39.4 

7.5 

10.9 

2.0 

7.9 

10.1 

11.8 

1.3 

2.4 

10.6 

3.9 

4.5 

2.4 
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Table  9. — Reasons  given  for  acquiring  a  homefreezer1 — Con. 


Reason 


Farm  Urban 

homemakers       homemakers 


Miscellaneous: 

All 

Needed  more  freezer  space 

Started  with  food  plan 

Got  it  as  a  gift;  already  in  house; 

always  had  one 

Better  quality  food;  food  tastes 

better 

Relative  in  business 

Other 

Number  of  reasons  given4 398 


Percent 

Percent 

12.6 

19.4 

1.5 

9.4 

.5 

1.5 

3.3 

3.9 

7.0 

2.4 

.3 

.3 

0 

1.8 

330 


1  Responses  from  231  farm  and  233  urban  households. 

2  Savings  specifically  mentioned  by  the  homemaker. 

3  Homemaker's  answer  interpreted  to  indicate  idea  of  saving. 

4  More  than  1  reason  given  by  some  homemakers. 


better  in  quality.  More  of  the  urban  than  rural  fami- 
lies acquired  a  homefreezer  because  they  needed 
more  freezer  space  than  they  had  in  combination 
with  their  refrigerator. 

A  decrease  in  the  number  of  locker  and  freezer 
provisioning  firms  with  frozen  food  lockers  for  rent 
was  noted  in  the  1950's.2  Of  the  survey  households 
in  the  Fort  Wayne  area,  18  farm  and  eight  urban 
households  had  discontinued  locker  rental  for  home- 
freezer ownership. 

Advantages  and  Disadvantages  of 
Freezer  Ownership 

The  survey  homemakers  also  were  asked  what 
they  considered  to  be  the  advantages  and  disad- 
vantages of  freezer  ownership.  Their  responses  serve 
as  one  measure  of  the  degree  of  satisfaction  they 
experienced  in  owning  one  and  corroborate  their 
reasons  for  acquiring  one. 

Advantages. — Substantial  numbers  of  both  farm 
and  urban  homemakers  (one-fifth  or  more  of  the 
total  number)  mentioned  these  advantages  (table 
10): 

— Being  able  to  freeze  local  or  homegrown  fruits 
and  vegetables  in  season. 


2  Wilkins,  P.  C,  and  Miner,  B.  D.     frozen  food  locker 

AND     FREEZER    PROVISIONING     INDUSTRY,     1960.       U.S.     Dept. 

Agr.  Market.  Res.  Rpt.  545,  29  pp.     1962. 


— Saving  time  in  shopping,  or  not  having  to  shop 

as  often. 
— Having  food  on  hand. 
— Saving  money  on  food. 

Farm  homemakers  also  often  mentioned  these 
advantages : 

— Able  to  freeze  their  own  meat. 
— Easier  to  freeze  than  to  can. 
— Able  to  have  a  greater  variety  of  foods  on  hand, 
and  therefore,  better  meals. 

City  homemakers  often  mentioned  as  advantages : 

— Saving  money  on  meat. 

— Buying  a  side  or  quarter  of  a  carcass. 

— Having  meat  on  hand. 

Disadvantages. — About  80  percent  of  the  farm 
and  85  percent  of  the  urban  homemakers  reported 
no  disadvantages  in  owning  a  freezer  (table  11). 
Those  who  gave  any  disadvantages  most  often  men- 
tioned the  nuisance  of  defrosting  and  that  foods  are 
frozen  solid  when  needed.  A  few  homemakers  men- 
tioned power  failure — actual  or  the  possibility  of  one. 
During  the  2  years  before  the  first  interview  with  the 
homemaker,  one  occurrence  of  power  failure  that 
resulted  in  food  thawing  in  the  freezer  was  reported 
by  three  farm  and  five  urban  households,  two  occur- 
rences by  one  urban  household,  and  three  occurrences 
by  one  farm  home. 
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Table  10. — Advantages  of  freezer  ownership  reported  by  survey 

homemakers1 


Advantage 


Farm  Urban 

households    households 


Percent 


Percent 


Freeze  local,   homegrown,   in-season   fruits 

and  vegetables 

Save  time  in  shopping,  don't  shop  as  often. . 

Have  food  other  than  meat  on  hand 

Save  money  on  food  other  than  meat 

Freeze  own  meat 

Easier  than  canning 

Greater  variety  of  foods,  better  meals 

Buy  food  in  quantity 

Save  money  on  meat 

Buy  side,  quarter  of  meat 

Have  meat  on  hand 

Can  cook,  bake  ahead 

Freeze  leftovers,  no  spoilage  or  waste 

Better  quality  meat,  meat  tastes  better 

Better  quality  fruits,  vegetables,  tastes 

better 

Better  quality  food,  food  unspecified 

Freeze  game,  fish 


46.7 

28.9 

30.2 

31.8 

25.6 

20.9 

24.4 

23.0 

27.7 

2.9 

14.9 

5.4 

10.3 

5.0 

10.3 

15.1 

7.5 

21.8 

7.4 

12.6 

5.8 

12.6 

5.0 

11.7 

8.7 

9.6 

4.5 

5.4 

1.7 

.4 

7.9 

3.3 

.4 

1.3 

1  Responses  from  242  farm  and  239  urban  homemakers.  The  average 
number  of  advantages  mentioned  was  2.4  for  farm  and  2.1  for  urban 
households;  thus,  totals  will  exceed  100  percent. 


Table   11. — Disadvantages  of  freezer  ownership  reported  by 
survey  homemakers1 


Disadvantage 


Farm  Urban 

homemakers     homemakers 


Percent 


Percent 


No  disadvantages 

Nuisance  of  defrosting 

Food  frozen  solid  when  needed 

Possibility  of  power  failure,  actual 

power  failure 

Not  using  it  fully,  not  keeping  it  full.. 

Overbuying 

Eating  too  much  of  the  same  food, 

same  meat 

Can't  get  to  bottom  of  chest  type, 

things  fall  out  of  upright 

Expensive 


78.8 

85.0 

6.7 

6.3 

4.6 

3.3 

2.9 

1.7 

.8 

1.7 

0 

1.3 

3.3 
2.1 


(i 
0 


1  Responses  from  240  farm  and  240  urban  homemakers. 
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MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES  FOR  HOMEFREEZERS 


Frozen  Food  Load  in  Freezer 

The  homemaker  and  the  interviewer  estimated 
how  full  the  freezer  storage  area  was  at  the  time  of 
the  first  interview.  More  of  the  freezers  on  farms 
than  those  in  city  households  were  filled  or  more 
nearly  filled  to  capacity — almost  half  of  them  were 
between  three-fourths  to  completely  full  (fig.  3).  A 
third  of  those  in  the  city  homes  and  a  fifth  on  farms 
were  only  a  fourth  full. 

In  urban  households,  higher  percentages  of  the 
small  and  large  freezers  than  of  the  medium-sized 
ones  were  between  three-fourths  full  to  full  (table 
12).  Small  freezers  refer  to  those  10  cu.  ft.  and  less; 
medium,  from  10.1  to  20  cu.  ft;  and  large,  more 
than  20  cu.  ft.  In  farm  households,  relatively  more 
of  the  small  than  of  the  large-  or  medium-sized 
freezers  were  full  or  nearly  full.  However,  only  12  of 


the  242  farm  survey  households  had  small  freezers. 
In  both  farm  and  urban  households,  the  smaller 
families    tended    to    utilize    the    capacity   of    their 
freezers  more  fully  than  the  large  families  did. 

Kinds  of  Food  Stored 

Almost  all  of  the  farm  households  had  some  meats, 
fruits,  and  vegetables  in  their  freezers  (table  13). 
About  80  percent  had  some  baked  goods  stored,  70 
percent  some  poultry,  and  60  percent  some  dairy 
products. 

A  smaller  percentage  of  urban  than  of  farm  house- 
holds had  each  kind  of  food  in  the  freezer  except  for 
juices  and  mixtures,  such  as  frozen  dinners,  pizzas, 
and  casseroles.  As  in  farm  households,  meats,  vege- 
tables, and  fruits  were  the  principal  items  stored  by 
urban  households. 


FROZEN  FOOD  LOAD  IN  FREEZERS 


%  full 
to  full 


y2  fuii 


Va  full 


Empty 


FARM 


EZ3  URBAN 


DATA    FROM  242   FARM,   240  URBAN  HOUSEHOLDS,   INTERVIEWED  JULY  -OCT.    1964. 
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Table  12. — Utilization  of  freezer  space  in  farm  and  urban  households  by  size  of  household  and  by  size  of  freezer 


Size  of  freezer  and  household 


Number 

of 

households 


Full 


Freezers  with  storage  area- 


%  full  Y2  full  M  full         Empty 


FARM 

All  households 

Size  of  freezer: 

10.0  cu.  ft.  and  less 

10.1  to  15.0  cu.  ft 

15.1  to  20.0  cu.  ft 

More  than  20  eu.  ft 

Household  size: 

1  and  2  persons 

3  and  4  persons 

5  and  6  persons 

7  and  more  persons 

URBAN 
All  households1 

Size  of  freezer: 

10.0  cu.  ft.  and  less 

10.1  to  15.0  cu.  ft 

15.1  to  20.0  cu.  ft 

More  than  20  cu.  ft 

Household  size: 

1  and  2persons 

3  and  4  persons 

5  and  6  persons 

7  and  more  persons 

1  1  household  did  not  report  frozen  food  load. 


242 


239 


Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent 
40.9  7.0  31.0  20.2  0.8 


12 

50.0 

16.7 

25.0 

8.3 

0 

62 

46.8 

1.6 

27.4 

22.6 

1.6 

120 

37.5 

8.3 

32.5 

21.7 

0 

48 

39.6 

8.3 

33.3 

16.7 

2.1 

48 

50.0 

4.2 

33.3 

12.5 

0 

93 

41.9 

4.3 

33.3 

19.4 

1.1 

68 

38.2 

11.8 

25.0 

25.0 

0 

33 

30.3 

9.1 

33.3 

24.2 

3.0 

23.0 


9.6 


33.1 


31.8 


2.5 


40 

37.5 

7.5 

37.5 

15.0 

2.5 

93 

19.4 

11.8 

31.2 

35.5 

2.2 

89 

16.9 

9.0 

31.5 

40.4 

2.2 

17 

41.1 

5.9 

41.1 

5.9 

5.9 

50 

34.0 

12.0 

38.0 

16.0 

0 

so 

25.0 

8.8 

28.8 

33.8 

3.8 

69 

14.5 

10.1 

39.1 

34.8 

1.4 

40 

20.0 

7.5 

25.0 

42.5 

5.0 

Table  13. — Percentages  of  households  storing  various 
foods  in  homefreezers1 


Food  group 


Farm  Urban 

households    households 


Percent 


Fruits 

Vegetables 

Juices 

Meats 

Poultry 

Fish 

Dairy  products. 

Baked  goods 

Mixtures2 

Other3 


1  242  farm  and  240  urban  households. 

2  Frozen  dinners,  pizzas,  casseroles,  etc. 

3  Ice  cubes,  popsicles,  lard,  nuts,  etc. 


Percent 


94.6 

77.9 

95.5 

82.5 

26.4 

45.0 

97.9 

93.3 

68.6 

60.8 

43.4 

37.5 

62.0 

52.9 

78.5 

70.4 

20.2 

26.2 

8.3 

11.7 

Used  Storage  Space  Taken  Up  by 
Different  Kinds  of  Foods 

According  to  homemakers'  estimates,  meats  oc- 
cupied the  largest  amount  of  used  space  in  the  freezer 
in  both  farm  and  urban  households,  an  average  of 
about  40  percent  (tables  14  and  15).  Fruits  and 
vegetables  occupied  the  next  largest  amount  of  space. 

The  distribution  of  farm  households  according  to 
the  estimated  percentage  of  used  freezer  space  taken 
up  by  different  kinds  of  foods  is  shown  in  table  14. 
Only  a  few  farm  households,  about  2  percent,  had 
no  meat  in  the  freezer;  another  2  percent  had  as 
much  as  81  to  100  percent  of  the  used  space  taken 
up  by  meats.  About  32  percent  of  the  farm  house- 
holds had  no  poultry  stored,  and  57  percent  no  fish 
in  their  freezers. 

The  distribution  of  farm  households  according  to 
freezer  space  allotted  to  fruits  is  similar  to  that  for 
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Table  14. — FARM:  Distribution  of  households  according  to  percentage  of  used  freezer  storage  space  occupied  by 

various  foods 


Used 
storage 

Households  wi 

th  used  storage  space 

occupied  by- 

space 

Dairy 

Baked 

(percent) 

Fruits 

Vegetables 

Juices 

Meats 

Poultry 

Fish 

products 

goods 

Mixtures1 

Other2 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

None 

5.4 

4.5 

73.6 

2.1 

31.4 

56.6 

38.0 

21.5 

79.8 

91.7 

1-10 

29.3 

26.9 

24.8 

6.2 

43.4 

42.6 

61.6 

69.0 

17.8 

7.4 

11-20 

35.1 

39.3 

1.6 

13.2 

15.7 

.8 

.4 

7.0 

1.7 

.8 

21-30 

21.1 

20.2 

0 

17.4 

6.6 

0 

0 

2.1 

0 

0 

31-40 

7.4 

5.4 

0 

13.6 

2.1 

0 

0 

.4 

0 

0 

41-50 

1.2 

3.3 

0 

23.6 

.8 

0 

0 

0 

.4 

0 

51-60 

.5 

.5 

0 

9.9 

0 

0 

0 

(i 

.4 

0 

61-70 

0 

0 

0 

6.2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71-80 

0 

0 

0 

5.4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81-100 

0 

0 

0 

2.5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Average 

per  house- 

hold-.-. 

17.8 

18.4 

1.3 

40.9 

8.7 

2.1 

3.0 

6.0 

1.5 

.5 

1  Frozen  dinners,  pizzas,  casseroles,  etc. 

2  Ice  cubes,  popsicles,  lard,  nuts,  etc. 


Table  15. — URBAN:  Distribution  of  households  according  to  percentage  of  used  freezer  storage  space  occupied  by 

various  foods 


Used 
storage 

space 
(percent) 


Households  with  used  storage  space  occupied  by- 


Fruits      Vegetables      Juices  Meats        Poultry 


Fish 


Dairy  Baked 

products        goods       Mixtures1      Other2 


Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent 


None 

1-10 

11-20 

21-30 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

61-70 

71-80 

81-100 

Average 
per  house- 
hold  


22.1 

31.3 

16.7 

16.3 

5.0 

5.0 

.8 

.8 

1.2 

.8 


16.4 


17.5 

38.3 

16.3 

13.3 

5.8 

4.6 

1.7 

.8 

1.2 

.4 


16.5 


55.0 
38.3 

5.8 
.4 
.4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


3.1 


6.7 
10.8 
12.1 
16.3 

8.3 
17.1 

5.8 

6.2 
12.5 

4.2 


39.0 


39.2 
49.6 

6.7 

2.9 
.4 

1.2 

0 

0 

0 

0 


5.7 


62.5 
34.6 

1.7 

1.2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


2.1 


47.2 
48.9 

1.7 

1.7 

0 
.4 

0 

i) 

0 

o 


3.2 


29.6 
44.6 
15.0 

6.7 

1.2 

1.7 

0 

0 

1.2 

0 


9.4 


73.8 

22.5 

3.3 

.4 
0 

o 

(I 

0 

0 
0 


1.9 


88.3 

10.8 

.4 

.4 

0 

0 

0 
0 

(I 

0 


1  Frozen  dinners,  pizzas,  casseroles,  etc. 

2  Ice  cubes,  popsicles,  lard,  nuts,  etc. 
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vegetables.  Few  households  had  none  of  these  foods 
in  their  freezers;  about  8  percent  had  up  to  40  per- 
cent of  the  space  occupied  by  fruits;  about  3  percent 
had  up  to  50  percent  occupied  by  vegetables.  About 
75  percent  of  the  farm  households  reported  no  juices 
were  in  the  freezer. 

Relatively  little  space  was  used  for  dairy  products, 
baked  goods,  or  mixtures.  However,  the  percentage 
of  households  with  none  of  these  foods  stored  varied 
from  38  percent  for  dairy  products  and  22  percent 
for  baked  goods  to  80  percent  for  mixtures. 

In  urban  households,  utilization  of  freezer  space 
for  meats  varied  widely  (table  15).  About  7  per- 
cent of  these  households  had  no  meat  in  the  freezer, 
but  in  a  few,  meats  were  the  only  foods  stored. 
About  40  percent  of  the  urban  households  had  no 
poultry  and  GO  percent  no  fish  in  their  freezers. 

In  more  of  the  freezers  in  the  city  than  on  the 
farms  were  no  fruits  or  vegetables  stored — roughly 
20  percent  compared  with  about  5  percent.  How- 
ever, the  range  in  percentage  of  space  allotted  to 
those  foods  was  wider  in  the  city  than  on  the  farms. 
More  of  the  urban  than  farm  households  had  some 
juices  in  their  freezers,  but  in  neither  area  was  more 
than  20  percent  of  the  used  space  occupied  by  juices. 

About  50  percent  of  the  city  households  had  up  to 
10  percent  of  their  used  freezer  space  occupied  by 
dairy  products  and  baked  goods.  Few  households 
used  more  than  that  much  space  for  these  foods.  As 
in  the  farm  households,  a  great  majority  of  the  city 
households  had  no  mixtures  stored  in  the  freezer. 
About  20  percent  of  both  had  up  to  10  percent  of 
their  used  freezer  space  occupied  by  such  foods  as 
frozen  dinners,  pizzas,  casserole  dishes,  and  similar 
foods. 

Recordkeeping  and  Freezer 
Management 

One-fourth  of  the  farm  and  less  than  one-tenth  of 
the  urban  Fort  Wayne  homemakers  kept  a  running 
record  of  foods  in  their  freezers  (table  10).  Never- 
theless, about  9  out  of  10  of  both  farm  and  urban 
homemakers  grouped  similar  foods  in  the  freezer  so 
that  they  had  some  idea  of  how  much  of  a  particular 
kind  of  food  they  had  in  storage. 

About  one-half  of  the  homemakers  said  that  the 
frozen  food  packages  in  their  freezers  were  usually 
dated.  Most  often  the  dating  was  done  by  the  home- 
maker,  but  some  packages  were  already  dated  when 
purchased. 


Table  16. — Percentage  of  households  reporting  record- 
keeping and  freezer  management  practices1 


Practice 


Farm  Urban 

households    households 


Percent 


Percent 


Recordkeeping: 

Keep  records 

Do  not  keep  records 

Placement  of  foods: 

Group  similar  foods 

Do  not  group  similar  foods 

Package  dating: 

Usually  date  packages 

Do  not  usually  date  packages- 
Packages  already  dated 

Accessibility  of  packages: 
Foods  stored  longest  more 

accessible 

Foods  stored  longest  less 

accessible 

No  difference 


24   (1 

9.2 

76.0 

90.8 

88.8 

87.5 

11.2 

12.5 

55 . 3 

43.8 

36.8 

50.8 

7.9 

5.4 

80.1 

2.5 

17.4 


35.1 

5.9 
59.0 


1  242  farm  and  240  urban  households;  1  farm  and  1  urban 
household  did  not  report  on  accessibility  of  packages. 

Farm  homemakers,  especially,  gave  attention  to 
using  oldest  food  first,  by  moving  foods  already 
stored  up  or  forward  to  more  accessible  positions 
when  placing  additional  items  in  the  freezer.  Only  35 
percent  of  the  urban  homemakers  followed  this 
practice  and  almost  60  percent  said  there  was  no 
difference  in  the  accessibility  of  foods  recently  stored 
and  those  in  storage  for  long  periods.  More  than 
half  of  the  freezers  in  the  urban  homes  were  the  up- 
right type  in  which  foods  are  not  as  likely  to  be 
overlooked  as  in  the  chest-type  freezers  which  were 
in  almost  three-fourths  of  the  farm  homes. 

Defrosting  Practices 

Defrosting,  the  most  frequently  mentioned  dis- 
advantage of  freezer  ownership,  was  done  once  a 
year  in  47  percent  of  the  farm  and  40  percent  of  the 
urban  households  (table  17).  About  one-third  of  the 
households  reported  defrosting  twice  a  year.  In 
about  11  percent  of  the  farm  and  14  percent  of  the 
urban  households,  the  freezer  had  never  been  de- 
frosted because  it  was  self-defrosting,  had  not  been 
used  long  enough  to  need  it,  or  the  frost  was  merely 
scraped  off. 

The  time  required  to  defrost  the  freezer  varied 
from  less  than  one-half  hour  to  3  hours  or  more. 
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The  median  was  between  1  and  2  hours  for  farm 
households  and  between  2  and  3  hours  for  urban 
ones. 

About    one-fourth    of    the    survey    homemakers 
waited  until  the  stock  of  frozen  foods  in  the  freezer 


was  low  before  defrosting.  They  protected  the  food 
during  defrosting  in  various  ways — most  frequently 
mentioned  was  putting  foods  into  a  container  such 
as  a  basket,  carton,  or  box  and  covering  with  a 
blanket,  carpet,  or  newspaper. 


Table  17. — Defrosting  -practices  of  homefreezer  owners 


Defrosting  practice 


Farm  Urban 

households1     households2 


Frequency : 

Once  a  year 

Twice  a  year 

More  than  twice  a  year 

Once  in  2  years 

Once  in  3  years 

Twice  in  3  years 

Freezer  is  self-defrosting,  have  never 
defrosted;  scraped  instead  of 
defrosted 

Time  required: 

Less  than  Yz  hour 

Yi  hour,  but  less  than  1  hour 

1  hour,  but  less  than  2  hours 

2  hours,  but  less  than  3  hours 

3  hours  or  more 

Protection  of  food  :3 

Put  into  basket,  box,  tub,  carton,  sack-  - 
Cover  with  blanket,  carpet,  newspapers. 

Wrap  food  in  newspapers,  blanket 

Store  in  refrigerator 

Store  in  freezer  compartment  in 

refrigerator 

Wait  until  freezer  load  is  low 

Set  outside  in  winter,  defrost  in  winter. . 
Shift  from  one  part  of  freezer  to  another. 

Store  in  another  freezer 

Pack  in  ice  cubes 

Store  in  picnic-type  chests 


Percent 


10.7 


Percent 


47.1 

40.8 

35.1 

32.9 

4.5 

7.9 

.8 

.8 

.8 

2.5 

.8 

.8 

14.2 


8.1 

4.4 

21.8 

11.2 

23.7 

29.1 

22.3 

24.8 

24.2 

30.6 

65.4 

39.5 

63.0 

31.8 

10.1 

17.9 

8.2 

24.6 

2.9 

14.4 

24.0 

28.7 

11.5 

7.7 

2.9 

2.1 

5.3 

11.3 

.5 

4.1 

1.9 

4.6 

1  242  homemakers  reported  frequency,  211  reported  time  required, 
208  reported  protection  of  food. 

2  240  homemakers  reported  frequency,  206  reported  time  required, 
195  reported  protection  of  food. 

3  Percentages  do  not  total  100  because  more  than  1  method  to  protect 
the  food  was  used  by  some  homemakers. 
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FROZEN  FOODS  USED  IN  A  WEEK 


Quantities  and  Kinds 

Records  of  the  number  of  packages  or  containers 
of  frozen  foods  used  in  a  week  were  obtained  to  indi- 
cate how  extensively  the  freezer  was  being  used. 
About  1 1  packages  of  frozen  foods  were  used  in  farm 
households  during  the  week  of  recordkeeping  and 
about  12  in  urban  households  (table  18). 

Both  farm  and  urban  households  used  a  larger 
number  of  packages  of  meats  than  of  any  other 
kind  of  food,  about  four  per  household  per  week. 
Baked  goods  were  used  in  the  next  largest  quantity, 


an  average  of  about  three  packages  per  week.  Both 
used  an  average  of  about  one  package  per  week  of 
frozen  vegetables. 

The  averages  for  frozen  fruits  and  vegetables  and 
for  dairy  products  (mainly  ice  cream)  were  not 
necessarily  the  total  amounts  consumed  during  the 
week.  For  these  foods,  a  common  practice  was  to 
remove  a  portion  of  the  contents  of  a  container  or 
package  and  return  the  container  to  the  freezer. 
Such  use  was  not  recorded.  Only  if  the  entire  con- 
tents of  the  container  were  used  did  the  homemaker 
record  its  use. 


Table  18. — Average  number  of  packages  or  containers  of  frozen  foods  per  household  used  in  1  week,  by  size  of 

freezer  and  size  of  household 


House- 
holds All  Vege-  Dairy      Baked       Mix- 
reporting    foods       Fruits      tables      Juices      Meats     Poultry      Fish     products    goods       tures1 


Item 


Number  Number  Number  Number  Number  Number  Number  Number  Number  Number  Number 


FARM 

All  households 214  10.8  0.7  0.9  0.4 

Size  of  freezer: 

10  cu.  ft,  or  less 12  8.4  .8  .7  .5 

10.1-15.0  cu.  ft 51  10.0  .7  .9  .6 

15.1-20.0  cu.  ft 107  10.4  .7  .9  .3 

Over  20  cu.  ft 44  13.4  .6  .8  .4 

Household  size: 

1  and  2  persons 37  6.6  .3  .5  .1 

3  and  4  persons 81  10.7  .8  1.1  .5 

5  and  6  persons 63  11.2  .8  .9  .3 

7  and  more  persons 33  15.0  .8  .7  .6 

URBAN 

All  households 226  11.7  .6  1.2  .8 

Size  of  freezer: 

10  cu.  ft,  or  less 34  11.6  .7  1.3  .9 

10.1-15.0  cu.  ft 87  10.4  .7  1.1  .8 

15.1-20.0  cu.  ft 88  12.4  .4  1.3  .9 

Over  20  cu.  ft 17  14.4  1.1  1.9  .5 

Household  size: 

1  and  2  persons 44  8.2  .5  1.2  .4 

3  and  4  persons 76  10.8  .6  1.3  .9 

5  and  6  persons 68  12.2  .7  1.1  .9 

7  and  more  persons 38  16.4  .7  1.4  .8 


4.0 


3.7 


0.7 


0.2 


0.6 


2.9 


2.8 


0.2 


3.4 

2 

2 

.5 

1.5 

.4 

3.9 

.4 

.1 

.4 

2.7 

.2 

3.8 

.5 

.2 

.6 

2.9 

2 

4.8 

1.6 

.5 

.9 

3.6 

.1 

2.8 

.5 

.1 

.4 

1.6 

.1 

3.8 

1.1 

2 

-> 

2.3 

.3 

4.2 

.3 

.2 

.7 

3.3 

2 

5.3 

.7 

.5 

.9 

5.3 

.1 

.6 


4.1 

.5 

.4 

6 

2.1 

1.2 

3.1 

.6 

2 

.6 

2.4 

.4 

3.8 

.6 

.1 

1.2 

3.2 

.6 

4.9 

.5 

0 

.9 

3.5 

1.0 

2.6 

7 

.2 

.5 

1.8 

.1 

3.7 

.5 

.1 

.8 

2.1 

.7 

3.8 

.4 

.3 

.9 

2.9 

.6 

4.6 

7 

■_> 

1.3 

5.1 

1.3 

1  TV  dinners,  pizzas,  casseroles,  etc. 
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Greater  use  of  frozen  fruits  and  vegetables  might 
have  been  observed  if  records  had  been  kept  during 
the  winter  months.  The  availability  of  fresh  produce 
may  have  reduced  the  reported  use  of  these  frozen 
products  in  the  summer  and  fall  months  when  the 
records  were  kept.  At  comparable  levels  of  freezer 
size  and  household  size,  farm  households  used  fewer 
packages  of  frozen  foods  than  the  urban  households. 

Sources  of  Frozen  Foods 

During  the  first  interview,  homemakers  were 
asked  about  the  sources  from  which  they  purchased 
foods  for  the  freezer.  A  retail  store  was  the  only 
source  reported  by  84  percent  of  the  farm  and  55 
percent  of  the  urban  homefreezer  owners.  The  per- 
centages of  households  using  the  various  sources  for 
purchasing  foods  were  as  follows : 


Source 


Farm  Urban 

households1     households1 


Percent  Percent 

Retail  stores  only 84  55 

Farmer 5  18 

Freezer  plan 1  12 

Wholesaler,  packinghouse, 

bakery  outlet 4  10 

Locker  plant 4  8 

Freezer  cooperative 2  (2) 

Fish  vendor (2)  •  0 

1  Percentages  do  not  add  to  100  as  some  homemakers  reported 
more  than  1  source. 

2  Less  than  1  percent. 


The  weekly  records  of  frozen  foods  used,  wherein 
homemakers  checked  the  source  of  the  food,  bear 
out  their  stated  reliance  on  retail  stores  as  the  prime 
suppliers  of  purchased  foods  for  the  freezer  (table 
19).  One-half  of  all  foods  used  in  farm  households 


and  about  three-fourths  of  those  used  in  urban 
households  had  been  obtained  from  a  retail  store — 
either  in  the  fresh  state  to  be  frozen  at  home  or  as 
commercially  frozen  food  (fig.  4). 

Home-produced  foods  accounted  for  33  percent  of 
all  frozen  foods  used  in  a  week  in  farm  households 
and  slightly  less  than  10  percent  in  urban  households. 
Homemade  products  were  included  with  home-pro- 
duced foods  even  if  made  with  purchased  foods.  Also 
included  were  foods  obtained  through  hunting  and 
fishing.  Only  in  the  city  were  freezer  plans  used  to 
any  extent — about  7  percent  of  the  frozen  foods  used 
in  the  week  had  been  obtained  through  a  freezer 
plan. 

Sources  of  meats  differed  widely  between  the  farm 
and  urban  households  (fig.  5).  Home-produced 
meats  accounted  for  over  40  percent  of  the  total 
meats  used  from  the  freezer  in  farm  households. 
Retail  stores  were  the  main  source  of  meats  kept  in 
freezers  of  city  households  (about  60  percent  of  that 
used)  and  accounted  for  the  largest  percentage  of 
other  than  home-produced  meats  on  farms  (about 
30  percent). 

Seventy  percent  of  the  vegetables  used  from 
freezers  in  farm  households  had  been  home-produced. 
About  one-fourth  of  those  used  in  city  households 
were  home-produced  (fig.  6).  Gardens  were  evidently 
more  prevalent  in  urban  Fort  Wayne,  at  least  among 
the  participating  freezer  owners,  than  might  be  ex- 
pected in  a  larger  city.  Retail  stores  were  the  main 
source  of  frozen  vegetables  used  by  the  city  families 
and  the  second  most  frequent  source  in  the  farm 
households. 

Frozen  fruits  used  in  the  recordkeeping  week  like- 
wise were  largely  home  produced — 66  percent  of 
those  used  in  farm  households  and  47  percent  in  city 
households.  Farm  households  had  produced  45  per- 
cent of  the  frozen  poultry  they  used  in  the  week. 
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Table  19. — Sources  of  frozen  foods  used  in  a  week  by  farm  and  urban  households 


Kind  of  food 


Total 
packages 


Home  Retail 

produced1        store 


Farmer 


Purchased  from — 

Whole- 

saler, 

packing- 

house, 

Freezer 

Freezer        bakery 

Locker 

coop- 

Other 

plan            outlet 

plant 

erative 

source 

Number    Percent      Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent 
FARM 

All  foods 2,263  100  33.4  50.0  7.9  0.3  3.0  4.8  0.1                 0.6 

Fruits 148  100  66.2  13.5  12.2  0  0  7.4  0                        .7 

Vegetables 189  100  70.4  25.4  4.2  0  0  0  0                     0 

Juices 87  100               8.0  90.8  0  1.1  0  0  0                     0 

Meats 845  100  40.7  29.6  15.9                  .5  1.6  10.9                  .2                   .6 

Poultry 120  100  45.0  39.2  13.3  0  0  2.5  0                     0 

Fish 52  100  13.5  71.2  0  1.9  0  0  0                   13.5 

Dairy 

products 126  100               4.8  93.7                 .8  0                     .8  0  0                     0 

Baked  goods—  617  100  13.1  78.3  0  0  8.6  0  0                     0 

Mixtures 42  100               9.5  90.5  0  0  0  0  0                     0 

Other3 37  100  59.5  29.7  2.7  0  0  8.1  0                     0 

URBAN 

Allfoods 2,561  100               8.6  72.9  5.3  6.9  1.0  3.7  1.1                    .4 

Fruits 133  100  47.4  35.3  5.3  10.5  0                     .7  0                       .7 

Vegetables 270  100  25.6  59.3  3.0  9.3  0                     .7  1.1                 1.1 

Juices 175  100               3.4  86.3  0  10.3  0  0  0                     0 

Meats 810  100               1.4  61.0  12.7  10.6                 .9  10.4  2.7                   .4 

Poultry 131  100               5.3  84.0  5.3  3.1  0  2.3  0                     0 

Fish 43  100               7.0  81.4  0  4.7  0  0  4.7                 2.3 

Dairy 

products 209  100               0  95.2  0  1.9  0  1.9  1.0                 0 

Baked  goods—  596  100               6.7  87.9  1.8  0  3.2                  .3  0                     0 

Mixtures 159  100              8.8  78.0  0  12.6  0  0  0                      .6 

Other3 35  100  22.9  65.7  0  8.6  0  0  0                     2.9 


1  Homegrown  food;  wild  game  and  fruit;  homemade  baked  goods,  ice  cream,  and  other  dishes. 

2  Gift,  fish  vendor,  fruit  and  vegetable  stand. 

3  Popsicles,  lard,  nuts,  soups,  noodles. 
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SOURCES  OF  ALL  FROZEN  FOODS 


Used   in   One  Week 


0.3% 


FARM 


URBAN 


■       Home         ^Retail  ^^Farmer  ^  Freezer        pother* 

produced  store  plan 

DATA   FROM  242  FARM,   240  URBAN  HOUSEHOL  OS  IN  FORT  WAYNE,   INDIANA   AREA,  JULY  -OCT.   1964. 
^WHOLESALER,   LOCKER  PLANT,   FREEZER  COOPERATIVE,   ETC. 

II.  S.    DEPARTMENT    OF    AGRICULTURE  NEG.    ARS   67  (6J-5824      AGRICULTURAL    RESEARCH    SERVICE 

Figure  4 


SOURCES  OF  FROZEN  MEATS 


Used  in  One  Week 


FARM 


URBAN 


Home 
produced 


Retail 
store 


Farmer 


Freezer 
plan 


Other* 


DATA   FROM  242  FARM,  240  URBAN  HOUSEHOLDS  IN  FORT  WAYNE,  INDIANA   AREA,  JULY  -OCT.   1964. 
'WHOLESALER,   LOCKER  PLANT.   FREEZER   COOPERATIVE,  ETC. 


U.  S.    DEPARTMENT    OF    AGRICULTURE 


NEG.    ARS   67  (6J-5825      AGRICULTURAL    RESEARCH    S  ER  VICE 


Figure  5 
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SOURCES  OF  FROZEN  VEGETABLES 


Used  in   One  Week 


FARM 


URBAN 


Home 
produced 


Retail 
store 


Farmer 


Freezer 
plan 


Other* 


DATA   FROM  242   FARM,   240  URBAN  HOUSEHOLDS  IN   FORT  WAYNE,  INDIANA  AREA,  JULY  -OCT.   7964. 
♦WHOLESALER,  LOCKER  PLANT,  FREEZER  COOPERATIVE,  ETC. 


U.  S.    DEPARTMENT    OF    AGRICULTURE 


NEC    ARS    67(6)-5826        AGRICULTURAL    RESEARCH    SERVICE 


FOODS  PUT  INTO  THE  FREEZER  IN  ONE  MONTH 


A  monthly  record  of  food  put  into  the  freezer  was 
kept  by  the  homemakers  to  furnish  information  on 
the  kinds  and  amounts  of  foods  frozen  at  home  and 
the  kinds  and  amounts  of  commercially  frozen  foods 
stored.  One-fourth  of  both  the  urban  and  farm  home- 
makers  kept  these  monthly  records  in  each  month 
from  July  through  October.  Thus  freezer  use  was 
observed  during  the  prime  growing  season  for  many 
fruits  and  vegetables  in  the  north  central  region. 
Storage  records  for  the  monthly  food  input  were 
maintained  throughout  the  survey  period  making  it 
possible  to  establish  the  rate  of  turnover  for  these 
foods. 


Total  Food  Input 

The  amount  of  total  food — consisting  of  fresh 
food  to  be  frozen,  plus  commercially  frozen  food — 
averaged  46  pounds  per  month  in  the  farm  house- 
holds and  43  pounds  in  the  city  households  (table 
20).  More  meats  were  put  into  the  freezer  than  any 
other  kind  of  food — an  average  of  about  13  pounds 
per  household  in  farm  households  and  16  pounds  in 
city  households.  Baked  goods  were  put  into  freezers 
in  the  next  largest  quantity — an  average  of  about  10 
pounds  per  month  for  both  farm  and  city  households. 

Baked  goods  were  the  only  food  for  which  input 
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consistently  increased  with  freezer  size,  in  both  farm 
and  urban  households.  The  reason  for  this  may  be 
because  some  baked  goods  take  up  a  good  deal  of 
space  because  of  irregular  sizes  and  shapes  of  pack- 
ages. Households  with  large  freezers  may  be  more 
likely  to  store  bulky  items. 

Total  quantities  of  food  placed  in  the  freezer  dur- 
ing the  month  increased  with  household  size.  Quanti- 
ties of  meats  and  baked  goods  increased  most  in 
both  farm  and  urban  households.  Inputs  of  dairy 
products,  vegetables,  and  juices  also  increased  with 


household  size  on  the  farms;  inputs  of  dairy  products, 
poultry,  and  mixtures  increased  with  household  size 
in  the  city. 

Foods  Frozen  in  the  Homefreezer 

The  monthly  input  records  indicated  that  the 
freezers  in  the  survey  households  were  being  used 
more  for  home  food  preservation  than  for  storage  of 
commercially  frozen  foods.  The  percentage  of  the 
total  monthly  input  consisting  of  fresh  foods  to  be 


Table  20.—  -Foods  placed  in  homefreezers:  Average  monthly  quantities  per  household,  by  size  of  freezer  and  size  of 

household  (fresh  foods  to  be  frozen  plus  commercially  frozen  foods) 


Item 


House-        All  Vege- 

holds        foods       Fruits      tables 


Dairy      Baked       Mix- 
Juices      Meats     Poultry      Fish     products    goods       tures1 


Number    Pounds    Pounds    Pounds    Pounds    Pounds    Pounds    Pounds    Pounds    Pounds    Pounds 


FARM 

All  households 242  46.0 

Size  of  freezer: 

10  cu.  ft,  or  less 12  45.7 

10.1-15.0  cu.  ft 62  35.5 

15.1-20.0  cu.  ft 120  50.4 

Over  20  cu.  ft 48  48.8 

Household  size: 

1  and  2  persons 48  23 . 1 

3  and  4  persons 93  37.9 

5  and  6  persons 68  57.5 

7  and  more  persons 33  78.6 

URBAN 

All  households 240  43 . 1 

Size  of  freezer: 

10  cu.  ft,  or  less 40  32.5 

10.1-15.0  cu.  ft 93  35.3 

15.1-20.0  cu.  ft 90  54.7 

Over  20  cu.  ft 17  49.3 

Household  size: 

1  and  2  persons 50  24.4 

3  and  4  persons 80  33.7 

5  and  6  persons 70  55.1 

7  and  more  persons 40  64.1 


3.1 


2.6 


6.6 


3.5 


1.7 


12.6 


5.7 


0.8 


3.3 


1.3 


16.3 


3.5 


3.6 


10.4 


10.5 


1.9 


1.8 

8.7 

12.2 

10.4 

7.1 

.6 

2.0 

2.5 

.2 

2 .2 

2.5 

.8 

11.1 

5.8 

.3 

3.2 

9.1 

.4 

3.8 

8.1 

1.3 

14.3 

5.3 

.5 

3.1 

10.9 

3.2 

2.8 

7.7 

1.0 

10.9 

6.4 

2.0 

4.4 

12.7 

.8 

1.6 

3.9 

.4 

6.2 

3.0 

.3 

1.9 

5.3 

.5 

4.6 

6.4 

.9 

9.6 

3.7 

.7 

2.8 

7.7 

1.3 

2.3 

7.3 

2.0 

14.0 

9.2 

1.2 

4.3 

12.7 

4.4 

2.3 

9.6 

4.9 

27.6 

8.3 

.7 

4.7 

20.3 

.3 

1.1 


.8 

2.1 

.6 

17.8 

3.1 

1.1 

1.7 

4.5 

.X 

3.0 

3.4 

1.3 

11.2 

2.7 

.4 

3.0 

9.4 

.9 

2.9 

3.6 

1.8 

22.4 

3.9 

.7 

5.2 

12.8 

1.5 

2.3 

6.2 

.6 

8.4 

7.0 

2.4 

2.7 

18.5 

1.4 

2.1 

1.1 

1.1 

9.8 

2.9 

.2 

2.1 

4.4 

.<; 

.9 

3.1 

1.1 

12.3 

3.5 

1.2 

2.9 

7.8 

.9 

4.0 

5.4 

1.1 

21.3 

3.6 

.7 

4.2 

13.7 

1.1 

3.9 

3.8 

2.4 

23.4 

4.2 

.8 

5.7 

17.7 

2.2 

1  Frozen  dinners,  pizzas,  casseroles. 
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frozen  in  the  homefreezer  was  as  follows  for  the 
various  food  groups : 


Percent  of 

total 

input 

that  was  fresh 

Farm 

U 

rban 

Food 

households 

households 

1  foods.    _. 

79.5 

66.3 

Fruits ..   .. 

88.5 

89.5 

Vegetables-           _      

88.5 

47.1 

Juices  __           _        .. 

69.0 

25.2 

Meats 

72.4 

68.1 

Poultry 

96.4 

73.0 

Fish 

34 . 0 

32.8 

Dairy  products  ... 

14.1 

14.7 

Baked  goods 

97.3 

91.3 

Mixtures..            ..    __ 

72.1 

30.8 

The  majority  of  the  input  of  all  kinds  of  foods  was 
frozen  at  home  except  for  dairy  products  and  fish  in 
farm  households  and  mixtures,  dairy  products,  fish, 
juices,  and  vegetables  in  urban  homes. 

Both  purchased  and  home-produced  foods  were 
frozen  in  the  homefreezer  during  the  month.  The 
percentage  of  the  total  monthly  input  that  had  been 
home  produced  was  as  follows  for  the  various  food 
groups : 


Farm  households  froze  appreciably  more  home- 
made mixtures,  baked  goods,  and  home-prepared 
juices  than  their  urban  counterparts. 

The  percentages  of  households  freezing  fresh  food 
in  a  month,  the  sources  of  the  foods,  and  the  average 
quantity  frozen  per  household  are  given  in  table  21. 
Homemade  products  are  included  with  home-pro- 
duced foods  even  if  they  had  been  made  with  pur- 
chased foods. 

Baked  goods  and  meats  were  frozen  in  more 
households  and  in  larger  quantities  than  any  of  the 
other  foods.  About  70  percent  of  the  urban  and  60 
percent  of  the  farm  households  froze  some  baked 
goods.  The  average  quantities  of  homemade  baked 
goods  were  small — slightly  less  than  1  pound  per 
household  compared  with  9  pounds  of  purchased 
baked  goods.  The  purchased  baked  goods  were  al- 
most always  from  a  retail  store. 

About  60  percent  of  the  urban  and  50  percent  of 
the  farm  households  froze  some  meat  during  the 
month.  Few  households  froze  home-produced  meats, 
and  average  quantities  were  small.  However,  the 
input-recording  months  were  not  peak  slaughter 
months.  The  quantity  of  purchased  meats  frozen — 
again  mostly  from  retail  stores — averaged  about  11 
pounds  for  urban  households  and  7  pounds  for  rural 
households. 


Percent   of  total    input 
that  icas  home  produced 


Food 
All  foods 

Fruits 

Vegetables 

Juices 

Meats 

Poultry 

Fish 

Dairy  products 

Baked  goods 

Mixtures 


In  farm  households,  33  percent  of  the  total 
monthly  input  of  foods  had  been  home  produced ;  the 
same  percentage  of  foods  taken  from  the  freezer  in 
a  week  in  the  farm  households  had  been  home  pro- 
duced. In  urban  households,  about  9  percent  of  foods 
placed  in  the  freezer  in  a  month  and  used  in  a  week 
had  been  home  produced. 


Farm 

Urban 

households 

households 

33.4 

9.4 

52.9 

47.4 

84.5 

30.2 

49.3 

5.2 

17.4 

1.0 

46.9 

.6 

33.0 

28.7 

2.0 

.1 

13.0 

7.7 

33.1 

16.8 

Commercially  Frozen  Food 
Put  Into  the  Freezer 

More  of  the  freezer-owning  households  placed  ice 
cream  in  their  freezers  than  any  other  kind  of  com- 
mercially frozen  food — 39  percent  urban  and  35  per- 
cent farm  households  (table  22).  The  average  quan- 
tity for  each  was  about  3  pounds  per  household. 

About  30  percent  of  the  urban  households  placed 
some  commercially  frozen  vegetables  in  the  freezer, 
and  20  percent  some  frozen  meat,  frozen  baked 
goods,  and  frozen  juices.  About  20  percent  of  the 
farm  households  put  some  frozen  juices  in,  15  per- 
cent some  frozen  vegetables  and  fish,  and  10  percent 
some  frozen  meat.  Both  urban  and  farm  households 
bought  most  of  these  commercially  frozen  foods  at  a 
retail    store. 

Frozen  meats  were  placed  in  the  freezer  in  larger 
quantities  than  any  of  the  other  foods — averaging 
about  5  pounds  per  urban  household  and  -4  pounds 
per  farm  household. 
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Table  21. — Fresh  foods  frozen  and  stored  in  homefreezers:  Percentage  of  farm  and  urban  households  freezing  in  a 

month,  source  of  the  food,  and  average  quantity  frozen  per  household 


Kind  of  food 


Purchased  foods  frozen  fresh 


Home-produced  foods 

Households 

frozen  fresh1 

Households  purchasing — 

freezing 

any  fresh 

Households       Average 

At  retail             From          From  other 

Average 

food 

reporting         quantity 

store               farmer              source 

quantity 

Percent 
FARM 

Fruits 23.1 

Vegetables 30.2 

Juices 5.4 

Meats 51.7 

Poultry 27.7 

Fish 4.5 

Dairy  products 13.2 

Baked  goods 63.2 

Mixtures3 6.6 

Other4 13.6 

URBAN 

Fruits 15.0 

Vegetables 15.8 

Juices 4.6 

Meats 62.5 

Poultry 34.2 

Fish 5.4 

Dairy  products 13.8 

Baked  goods 70.4 

Mixtures3 9.2 

Other4 9.6 


Percent 

18.2 
28.9 
3.3 
8.3 
6.6 
4.1 
2.1 
25.6 
5.4 
8.3 


Pounds 

1.6 
5.6 

.8 
2.2 
2.7 

.3 

.1 
1.4 

.6 

.4 


Percent 

4.1 

1.7 

1.2 

43.4 

17.8 

.4 

10.7 

57.9 

.8 

5.4 


Percent 

1.2 

2.1 

.4 
1.7 
4.1 
0 
0 
0 

.8 
1.2 


Percent 

2.9 
0 

.4 
5.4 
1.2 
0 

.8 
5.4 
0 

.4 


Pounds 


1 


1 
.3 
.3 

6.9 
2.8 

(2) 
.4 
8.7 
.7 
.3 


8.3 

1.2 

5.0 

2.9 

1.2 

1.1 

10.4 

1.0 

2.5 

2.9 

.4 

.6 

1.7 

.1 

2.1 

.4 

■     .4 

.3 

3.3 

.2 

59.2 

1.7 

4.6 

10.9 

.8 

(2) 

31.7 

1.7 

.4 

2.5 

4.2 

.2 

1.2 

0 

0 

(2) 

.4 

(2) 

12.9 

0 

.8 

.5 

19.2 

.8 

65.8 

0 

5.4 

8.8 

4.2 

.2 

5.4 

0 

0 

.2 

5.0 

.3 

4.2 

.4 

.8 

.2 

1  Includes  homemade  products. 

2  Less  than  one-tenth  of  a  pound. 

3  Frozen  dinners,  pizzas,  casseroles,  etc. 

4  Ice  cubes,  popsicles,  lard,  nuts,  etc. 
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Table  22. — Commercially  frozen  foods  placed  in  homefreezers:  Percentage  of  farm  and  urban  households  storing 
in  a  month,  source  of  the  food,  and  average  quantity  put  in  per  household 


Kind  of  food 


Households 

putting  frozen 

food  into 

freezer 


Households  putting  in  frozen  food  from- 


Retail 
store 


Locker 
plant 


Freezer 
cooperative 


Other 
source 


Average 
quantity  of 
frozen  food 

put  into 
freezer 


FARM 

Fruits 

Vegetables    

Juices 

Meats 

Poultry 

Fish 

Dairy  products1 

Baked  goods 

Mixtures2 

Other3 

URBAN 

Fruits 

Vegetables 

Juices 

Meats 

Poultry 

Fish 

Dairy  products1 

Baked  goods 

Mixtures2 

Other3 


Percent 

3.7 

15.3 

18.6 

9.5 

2.9 

14.0 

35.5 

9.1 

6.2 

2.1 


4.2 
33.3 
24.6 
21.2 

7.5 
18.3 
38.8 
23.3 
16.7 

9.2 


Percent 

2.5 

15.3 

18.6 

7.0 

2.9 

14.0 

35.1 

9.1 

6.2 

1.7 


2.5 
32.1 
22.5 
14.6 

6.2 
17.5 
37.1 
22.9 
16.2 

7.9 


Percent 

1.2 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

(I 

0 


!) 


0 

.4 
0 

1.2 
0 
0 

.4 
0 
(I 
0 


Percent 

0 

n 
i) 
0 

I) 

0 


1 


() 
0 

(» 


l 


(i 

0 


s 


Percent 

o 
() 
0 

.8 
0 
0 

.8 
0 
0 
i) 


1.2 

2.5 

2.1 

5.8 

1.2 

.8 

2.5 

.4 

.8 

1.7 


Pounds 

0.4 
.8 
.5 

3.5 
.2 
.5 

2.8 
.3 
.5 
.1 


.3 

1.8 

1.0 

5.2 

1.0 

.5 

3.1 

.9 

.8 

.3 


1  Mostly  ice  cream. 

2  Frozen  dinners,  pizzas,  casseroles. 

3  Popsicles,  lard,  nuts,  soups,  noodles. 


STORAGE  TIME  FOR  THE  MONTH'S  FOOD  INPUT 


The  storage  records  kept  by  the  homemaker  indi- 
cated a  relatively  rapid  rate  of  turnover  for  the  foods 
put  into  the  freezer  during  the  input-recording  month 
(table  23). 

In  both  farm  and  urban  households,  about  25  per- 
cent of  the  monthly  input  of  all  foods  had  been  used 
within  a  week.  In  farm  households,  42  percent  of  the 
monthly  input  had  been  used  within  2  weeks  and  70 
percent  within  2  months.  In  urban  households,  46 
percent  of  the  input  had  been  used  within  2  weeks 
and  80  percent  within  2  months. 

Dairy  products   (mainly  ice   cream)   and  baked 


goods  had  particularly  short  storage  periods.  More 
than  90  percent  of  the  input  in  farm  households  and 
more  than  80  percent  of  the  input  in  urban  house- 
holds had  been  used  within  4  weeks. 

More  fruits  and  vegetables  were  held  for  longer 
periods  than  any  of  the  other  foods.  In  farm  house- 
holds, about  44  percent  of  the  total  placement  of 
fruits  and  about  31  percent  of  the  vegetables  were 
still  in  the  freezer  at  the  end  of  the  study.  In  urban 
households,  the  percentage  of  input  still  in  the  freezer 
was  27  percent  for  fruits  and  11  percent  for  vege- 
tables. 
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Table  23. — Period  of  storage  for  foods  put  into  freezer  during  input-recording  month 


Kind  of  food 


Total 
food 
input 


Food  used  within — 


1  week        2  weeks       4  weeks      2  months     3  months    4  months     7  months 


Still  in 

freezer 

at  end 

of  study 


Pounds 
FARM 

All  foods 11,328 

Fruits 742 

Vegetables 1, 604 

Juices 402 

Meats 3,055 

Poultry 1,389 

Fish 189 

Dairy  products1 802 

Baked  goods 2,507 

Mixtures2 450 

Other3 186 

URBAN 

All  foods 10,529 

Fruits , 613 

Vegetables j 829 

Juices 314 

Meats 3,908 

Poultry 843 

Fish 185 

Dairy  products1 858 

Baked  goods 2,515 

Mixtures2 270 

Other3 186 


Percent        Percent 


25.0 


1.5 
5.3 
19.8 
20.9 
8.2 
19.8 
39.4 
49.6 
31.5 
13.8 


27.0 


41.9 


Percent 


56.4 


Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent        Percent 


3.2 

8.7 
40.8 
38.0 
14.8 
34.3 
73.0 
76.5 
39.2 
27.1 


46.4 


70. 9" 


78.7 


83.8 


5.8 
15.7 
54.5 
56.2 
26.5 
45.4 
93.2 
90.9 
65.5 
44.8 


63.9 


15.3 
27.2 
91.3 
76.1 
49.8 
65.0 
96.7 
97.1 
79.2 
67.3 


80.1 


23.6 
39.7 
93.4 
85.2 
66.4 
75.7 
98.9 
99.2 
82.5 
81.3 


87.1 


33.4 
47.4 
96.4 
91.6 
76.5 
80.6 
99.0 
99.4 
91.9 
85.4 


91.1 


90. 


56.4 
69.2 
98.4 
97.0 
85.2 
94.4 
99.1 
99.7 
93.6 
90.7 


96.2 


9.2 


43.6 

30.8 

1.6 

3.0 

14.8 

5.6 

.9 

.3 

6.4 

9.3 


3.8 


1.1 

4.3 

8.4 

21.6 

27.3 

40.0 

72.7 

27.3 

13.3 

25.4 

38.7 

58.0 

68.5 

75.6 

88.7 

11.3 

25.6 

48.4 

61.6 

74.9 

85.1 

93.6 

97.8 

2.2 

23.2 

40.8 

60.9 

81.2 

89.8 

94.2 

97.9 

2.1 

24.6 

43.9 

62.5 

83.9 

91.7 

93.5 

96.1 

3.9 

18.1 

39.6 

56.7 

77.7 

86.4 

92.9 

96.9 

3.1 

35.1 

59.6 

81.5 

92.9 

98.0 

99.6 

99.9 

.1 

42.8 

68.5 

84.2 

93.1 

95.9 

97.4 

99.0 

1.0 

19.5 

44.4 

65.4 

81.3 

87.9 

91.7 

95.5 

4.5 

24.6 

37.8 

57.8 

72.5 

84.6 

87.7 

96.7 

3.3 

1  Mostly  ice  cream. 

2  Frozen  dinners,  pizzas,  casseroles. 

3  Popsicles,  lard,  nuts,  soups,  noodles. 


COSTS  OF  HOMEFREEZING 


Only  five  farm  homemakers  and  none  of  the  city 
homemakers  mentioned  the  expense  of  homefreezing 
as  a  disadvantage  of  homefreezer  ownership.  Some 
of  both  farm  and  urban  homemakers  mentioned 
saving  money  both  as  a  motivation  for  acquiring  a 
freezer  and  one  of  the  advantages  of  owning  a  freezer. 

The  initial  cost  for  purchasing  a  freezer  is  a  con- 
siderable item.  Other  costs  associated  with  home- 
freezer  ownership  may  be  overlooked.  Estimates  of 
the  cost  of  homefreezing  for  a  year,  excluding  the 
cost  of  the  food  itself,  were  made  for  the  survey 
households. 


Data  for  calculating  the  cost  estimates  were  ob- 
tained from  three  sources.  The  survey  provided  data 
on  the  average  size  and  price  of  the  freezer  in  the 
farm  and  urban  households  and  estimates  of  the 
amounts  spent  on  repairs  and  packaging  materials 
in  the  year  before  the  survey.  Published  data  pro- 
vided estimates  of  the  expected  freezer  life  and  of 
electrical  requirements  for  freezing  food  and  for 
maintaining  a  temperature  of  0°  F.  in  the  freezer.3 


3  See  reference  listed  in  footnote  1,  p.  9. 
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Average  residential  electrical  rates  for  1964  were  ob- 
tained from  two  utility  companies  in  the  Fort  Wayne 
area.  One  company  quoted  the  rate  as  1.91  cents  per 
kilowatt-hour,  the  other  1.99  cents.  The  midpoint, 
1.95  cents,  was  used  in  the  calculations. 

The  breakdown  of  expenditure  items  for  1  year  is 
as  follows : 


1.  Depreciation: 
Farm  households 
$20.33 


Urban  households 

$22.07 


These  costs  are  based  on  an  expected  freezer  life  of 
15  years  and  average  purchase  price  of  $305  for 
freezers  on  farms;  $331  for  freezers  in  the  city. 
2.  Repairs: 


Farm  households 
$3.46 


Urban  households 

$2.62 


These  are  averages  of  the  estimates  given  by  the 
homemakers  of  the  amount  spent  for  repairs  in  the 
year  before  the  survey. 
3.  Electricity — 


For  frozen  foods : 
Farm  households 
$0.82 


Urban  households 
$0.57 


The  average  size  of  freezer  on  the  farm  was  17.5 
cu.  ft.  with  a  capacity  of  525  lb.  of  food;  in  the  city, 
14.7  cu.  ft.  with  a  capacity  of  441  lb.  These  costs 
have  been  calculated  on  the  basis  of  the  electricity 
needed  to  freeze  80  percent  of  the  frozen  food  ca- 


pacity for  farm  households  and  66  percent  for  city 
households — the  percentages  of  input  frozen  from 
the  monthly  records. 


For  maintaining  0°  F. : 
Farm  households 
$24.91 
4.  Packaging: 

Farm  households 
$3.94 


Urban  households 
$23.02 

Urban  households 
$3.03 


These  costs  are  averages  of  the  estimates  given  by 
the  homemakers  of  the  amount  spent  on  packaging 
in  the  year  before  the  survey. 

The  total  annual  cost  for  homefreezing  averaged 
about  $53  for  the  farm  households,  $51  for  the  urban 
households.  If  the  amount  of  food  in  the  freezer  in 
the  year  was  only  that  of  its  average  capacity  (525 
lb.  in  freezers  in  farm  households,  441  lb.  in  urban 
households),  the  cost  per  pound  of  food  (exclusive 
of  the  food)  would  average  10  cents  in  farm  house- 
holds and  12  cents  in  city  households. 

The  storage  records  kept  by  the  survey  house- 
holds indicated  a  relatively  rapid  rate  of  turnover  of 
foods  in  the  freezer.  The  records  suggest  that  a  turn- 
over of  two  and  one-half  times  the  freezer  capacity 
in  a  year  may  be  a  conservative  estimate.  On  that 
basis,  and  including  the  cost  of  electricity  for  freez- 
ing the  additional  food  (the  only  extra  cost  exclusive 
of  the  food  itself),  the  cost  per  pound  of  frozen  food 
would  be  greatly  reduced — to  about  4  cents  per 
pound  in  farm  households  and  about  5  cents  in 
urban  households. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The  Fort  Wayne  survey  depicts  conditions  of 
freezer  use  by  a  relatively  small  number  of  persons 
in  only  one  place  and  at  only  one  time.  The  findings 
indicate,  however,  that  some  freezer  owners  might 
benefit  from  improvement  in  management  practices. 

In  general,  the  farm  families  followed  better  prac- 
tices than  the  city  families.  Problem  areas  for  in- 
clusion in  consumer  education  programs  might  be 
drawn  from  observations  on  use  of  freezers  by  both 


farm  and  urban  families,  however.  From  the  stand- 
point of  frozen  food  quality,  emphasis  might  be 
placed  on  better  storage  temperature  control,  on 
keeping  freezer  inventory  records,  and  on  planning 
use  of  foods  within  definite  time  periods.  From  the 
standpoint  of  dollars  and  cents,  emphasis  might  be 
placed  on  using  the  freezer  more  fully  to  reduce  the 
cost  per  pound  of  frozen  foods. 
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